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Sittings  at  Westminster  after  Hilary  Term,  1848. 

BEFOBE   LOBD   DENUAN,  C.  i. 


A 


Beale  v.  Mouls,  Goldney,  Hullmandell^  Ekin^  ^       *  ^ 

Herring^  Parry,  Watson,  and  Theobald.  ^^^  ^ 

SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  for  work  An  action  for 

J,.  I  •j'l.i.j  J.   goods  sold  and 

and  materials,  money  paid,  interest,  and  on  an  account  delivered  had 
stated.     The   declaration  commenced  in  the  form   pre-  ****."  **/°I!^**' 

*^  against  three, 

scribed  by  the  Rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  No.  20,  as  to  de-  ^ho  pleaded  in 

abatement  the 

clarations  after  a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  non>joinder  of  non.joinder  of 
other  persons  when  the  plaintiff  has  not  proceeded  to  trial  ot'j,*"  pe^^ns. 
on  an  issue  thereon.  J.*l®  P^""^^ 

did  not  take 
issue  on  that 
plea,  and 
brought  another  action  against  the  eight,  in  which  P.  pleaded,  separately,  non  assumpsit.     At 
the  trial,  the  counsel  for  two  of  the  original  defendants,  in  his  address  to  the  jury,  proposed  to 
go  into  evidence  to  prove  that  one  of  thetn  was  not  liable,  and  also  to  prove  under  the  stat.  3  & 
4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  10,  that  P.  was  liable.     P.'s  counsel  a&ked  to  be  allowed  to  address  the 
jury  after  the  propoted  evidence  was  given,  instead  of  before,  and  it  was  held  that  he  might 
do  so. 
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1843.  Plea,  by  the  defendants  Mouls  and  HuUmandell,  non 

'"^''  ^  assumpserunt.  Plea,  by  each  of  the  other  defendants 
V.  separately  (except  the  defendant  Watson),  non  assump- 

sit. The  defendant  Watson  suffered  judgment  to  go  by 
default. 

It  appeared  that  the  present  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  for  a  balance  of  account  for  the  price  of  a  steam- 
carriage  constructed  according  to  the  principle  of  Colonel 
Maceroni's  patent,  and  made  for  the  committee  of  the 
Common  Road  Steam  Conveyance  Company,  of  which 
committee  it  was  alleged  that  all  the  present  defendants 
were  members.  It  appeared  that  the  action  had  originally 
been  brought  against  the  defendants  Mouls,  Goldney,  and 
HuUmandell  only,  and  that  they  having  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment the  non-joinder  of  the  other  five  defendants,  the 
present  action  was  brought  against  the  eight  present 
defendants. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  Butt,  for  the  defend- 
ants Herring  and  Theobald,  took  two  objections,  on  which 
leave  was  given  to  him  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  He 
then  addressed  the  jury  for  those  defendants,  and  Montague 
Smith  for  the  defendant  Goldney  also  addressed  the  jury, 
but  neither  opened  any  evidence. 

E.  James,  for  the  defendants  Mouls  and  HuUmandell, 
addressed  the  jury,  and  stated  he  should  call  Mr.  Bening- 
field  as  a  witness  to  shew  that  the  defendant  Mouls  was  not 
a  mem*ber  of  the  committee  at  the  time  when  the  carriage 
was  ordered;  and  that  the  defendant  Parry,  one  of  the 
parties  (who  was  made  a  defendant  in  consequence  of 
the  plea  in  abatement  (a),)  was  then  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Fortescue,  for  the  defendant  Parry.— I  submit  that  I 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  address  the  jury  after  the  evidence 

(a)  Under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  10. 
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has  been  adduced  by  which  Mr.  James  proposes  to  affect  1843. 
my  client^  who  was  only  made  a  defendant  in  consequence 
of  the  plea  in  abatement.  That  evidence  being  as  much 
hostile  to  the  interests  of  my  client  as  any  evidence  that 
could  be  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  I  ought 
therefore  in  fairness  to  have  an  opportunity  of  remarking 
on  it. 

Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that  this  cause  must 
be  tried  like  any  other.  This  is  an  action  for  goods  sold 
with  pleas  of  the  general  issue  only  by  each  of  the  de- 
fendants except  the  one  who  has  allowed  judgment  to  go 
by  default^  and  the  counsel  for  each  defendant  ought  to 
address  the  jury  before  any  witnesses  for  either  of  the 
defendants  are  called. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  Mr.  Fortescw?8  ap- 
plication is  reasonable  and  ought  to  be  allowed. 

E.  James  then  called  Mr.  Beningfield  as  a  witness^  and 
having  done  so^ 

Lord  DenmaNj  C.  J.^  called  on  Fortescue  to  address  the 
jury  for  the  defendant  Parry,  which  he  declined  doing,  as, 
on  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Beningfield,  the  defendant  Parry 
was  clearly  shewn  to  have  been  a  member  of  the  committee 
at  the  time  of  the  ordering  of  the  carriage. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

PUUt  and  Simeon,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Butt  and  G.  H,  Hodgson,  for  the  defendants  Herring  and 
Theobald. 

Montayue  Smith,  for  the  defendant  Goldney. 
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E.  Jones,  for  the  defendants  Mouls  and  HuUmandell. 
Fortescue,  for  the  defendant  Parry. 


[Attornies — Allen  ^  Mortimer ,  for  the  plaintiff:  C  Rohson — Hodgson 
8f  Concanen — J,  Heapy  WaUon — T»  Parker — Fyson^  for  the  respec- 
tive defendants.] 


In  the  ensuing  term^  Butt  moved  in  pursuance  of  the 
leave  given  at  the  trials  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
wliy  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  which  after  argu- 
ment was  made  absolute. 


First  Sitting  at  Westminster  in  Trinity  Term,  1843. 


BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE    WIGHTMAN. 


May  27. 

In  an  action  for 
wrongfully  dis- 
missing the 
editor  of  a 


HoLCROFT  r.  Barber  and  Watson. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  1st 

day  of  January,  1842,  **  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff, 

^     at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  would  enter  into  the  em- 
newspaper,  the  ^  ' 

declaration  Stat-  ploy  of  the  defendants,  in  the  capacity  of  editor  of  a  certain 
engaged  for  a  periodical  publication  or  newspaper  called  The  Monthly 
nrdirect^rJiT"  Times,  for  a  certain  time,  to  wit,  for  one  whole  year,  com- 
dence  as  to  the    mcncing,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  and  for  a 

time  for  which  •       g\ 

the  plaintiff  was  certain  salary  and  wages,  to  wit,  £\0  per  month,^^  the  de- 
2rfwf*tha7the  fcndants  promised  the  plaintiff  to  retain  and  employ  him, 
plaintiff  might  ^^  ^^  capacity  aforesaid,  at  and  for  the  salary  and  wages 
dence  to  shew     aforcsaid,  and  to  continue  him  in  such  employ  for  the  said 

a  custom  for  ,  .      «  i     i 

editors  of  news-  time,  to  Wit,  for  ouc  wholc  year,  commencing,  to  wit,  on 

papers  to  be 

engaged  for  a 

year,  unless  there  was  an  express  stipulation  to  the  contrary. 

SembUf  that  the  custom  is,  that  the  engagements  of  editors,  sub-editors,  and  reporters  of 
newspapers  are  for  a  year,  unless  there  be  an  express  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  and  that  this 
custom  is  binding  on  both  parties. 
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the  day  and  year  aforesaid;  and  although  the  plaintiff^  con-        1843. 
fiding  &c.,  did  afterwards  enter  into  the  employ  of  the  de- 
fendants^  "  in  the  capacity  aforesaid/'  yet  the  defendants  ». 

wrongfully  dismissed  him  within  the  year.     Plea — Non 
assumpserunt. 

It  appeared^  that^  in  the  month  of  December,  1841,  the 
defendants  were  about  to  commence  the  publication  of  a 
newspaper  called  The  Monthly  Times,  which  was  to  be 
printed  in  London  once  a  month,  and  sent  to  India ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  wrote  the  leading  articles  of  the  paper 
from  the  month  of  January,  1842,  to  the  month  of  June, 
in  the  same  year,  both  inclusive,  for  which  he  was  paid 
£10  for  each  month. 

It  appeared,  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Kelly,  the  printer 
of  the  paper,  that  Mr.  Stephenson  was  the  person  who  had 
the  management  of  the  paper;  and  he  stated  that  Mr. 
Stephenson  was  the  editor  of  it,  and  had,  on  one  occasion, 
rejected  a  part  of  a  leading  article  which  had  been  written 
by  the  plaintiff.  With  respect  to  the  engagement  of  the 
plaintiff  being  for  a  year,  there  was  no  direct  evidence  ex- 
cept the  following  letter,  written  by  Mr.  Stephenson  to  the 
plaintiff: — 

Saturday,  December  11,  1841. 

'*  My  dear  Holcroft, — Can  you,  without  much  trouble, 
look  in  on  Monday  at  11  or  12.  It  is  too  long  to  write 
about;  but  refers  to  another  opening  for  your  putting 
about  £120  a  year,  additional,  into  your  pocket. 

"  Ever  sincerely  yours, 

"R.  Macdonald  Stepuenson. 

"  P.  S. — Legitimate  business,  and  not  speculation  ! !  I !  " 

A  letter  (without  date)  of  the  defendant  Barber  to  the 
plaintiff  was  also  put  in.  It  contained  the  following 
passages: — ^^We  regret  to  say,  that  the  last  mail  does  not 
bring  us  satisfactory  accounts  of  our  spec,  as  regards 
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1843.        the  Monthly  Times ;  and  we  are^  therefore,  constrained  to 
^^^^"""^      forego  the  Monthly  Summaries,  for  which  we  have  heen 

HOLCROFT 

V.  indebted  to  your  good  oflBces."     "  We  are  desired  to  ex- 

press the  proprietor's  full  approbation  of  the  style  and 
matter  which  your  pen  has  furnished/' 

I^att,  for  the  plaintiff^  proposed  to  call  witnesses  to 
shew  tjiat  there  was  a  custom  that  editors,  sub-editors, 
and  reporters  of  newspapers  were  engaged  for  a  year, 
unless  it  is  otherwise  expressed  at  the  time  of  making  the 
engagement. 

Crowder,  for  the  defendants. — I  submit  that  the  evidence 
is  not  receivable.  This  is  a  matter  of  contract  only,  and 
not  a  matter  of  custom,  any  more  than  hiring  a  groom- 
one  master  may  hire  his  servants  on  certain  terms,  and 
another  upon  quite  different  terms,  just  as  they  may  agree 
with  their  servants. 

Plait. — In  the  case  of  a  groom,  the  usage  is  a  month's 
wages,  or  a  month's  warning.  Evidence  of  usage  always 
has  been  received. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^You  may  go  into  evidence  to  shew  a 
custom. 

Mr.  Powell  was  called. — He  said  the  custom  is,  that  tlie 
engagements  of  editors,  sub-editors,  and  reporters  upon 
newspapers  are  annual,  unless  expressly  stated  to  be  other- 
wise. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — Does  your  custom  apply  to  contribu- 
tors, who  are  neither  editors,  sub-editors,  or  reporters  ? 

Mr.  Powell. — To  persons  engaged  to  regularly  supply  the 
leading  articles. 
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WioHTHAN,  jr. — ^Th^i  it  stands  thus^ — that  engage-  \S43. 
ments  of  editors,  sub-editors,  reporters  of  newspi^ers,  and 
persons  who  are  engaged  to  regularly  sup^lj  the  leading 
articles  of  newspapers,  aie  for  a  year,  unless  otherwise 
expressed.  That  would  be  bo  in  the  case  of  a  clerk  or 
servant. 

This  custom  was  also  deposed  toby  Mr.  JTames  Woods  and 
Mr.  Knox,  who  had  both  of  them  been  many  years  am- 
nected  with  newspapers;  but  none  of  the  witnesses  knew 
of  any  instance  of  the  custom  being  applied  to  a  newspaper 
which  came  out  once  a  month.  They  also  stated,  that  the 
person  who  wrote  the  leading  articles  they  should  consider 
as  the  editor  of  a  newspaper,  and  that  the  person  who  had 
the  management  of  the  pi^er  they  should  rather  consider  as 
a  sub-editor;  but  that,  on  many  publications,  particularly 
on  the  great  London  newspapers,  there  were  several  persons 
who  were  editors  and  who  took  di£Eerent  portions  of  the 
editorship,  and  that  therefore  in  such  cases  no  one  person 
would  be  considered  as  the  editor. 

Crowder^  for  the  defendants,  addressed  the  jury,  and  sub- 
mitted— first,  that  the  plaintiiF  was  not  engaged  by  the 
defendants  '^  in  l^e  capacity  of  editor,'^  as  stated  in  the  de- 
claration ;  and  secondly,  that  the  custom  deposed  to  by  the 
witnesses  as  to  the  engagements  of  editc^s,  sub-editors,  and 
reporters,  did  not  apply  to  a  paper  published  once  a  month 
to  be  sent  abroad,  this  being  a  new  species  of  paper  pub- 
lished on  speculation,  and  not  a  newspaper  on  which  the 
engagements  would  be  permanent. 

WiOHTMAN,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — There  are  two  ques- 
tions in  this  case — first,  did  the  defendants  engage  the 
plaintiff  as  the  editor  of  this  publication,  for,  if  the  plaintiff 
was  not  engaged  as  the  editor,  he  must  £ail  in  this  action, 
as  he  is  described  in  the  declaration  as  having  been  so 
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1843.         engaged ;  and  secondly,  if  he  was  engaged  as  the  editor, 
was  he  engaged  for  a  year  by  express  words,  or  by  any 
V.  custom  which  prevails  in  the  business,  though  nothing  was 

said  in  express  words  as  to  the  duration  of  the  engagement  ? 
On  the  first  point  Mr.  Kelly,  the  printer,  says  that  Mr. 
Stephenson  was  the  editor ;  and  he  also  states  that  Mr. 
Stephenson  had  the  management  of  the  paper,  and  rejected 
a  part  of  one  of  the  plaintiff^s  articles.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  contributor  to  the  paper,  and  that 
he  wrote  the  leading  articles,  subject,  as  appears  in  that  in- 
stance, to  the  control  of  Mr.  Stephenson.  There  are  several 
witnesses  who  state  that  they  consider  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  editor  notwithstanding  this,  and  that  Mr.  Stephenson 
was  rather  the  sub-editor;  but  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile 
this  with  the  statement  that  Mr.  Stephenson  had  the 
power  of  rejecting  the  articles  written  by  the  plaintiff;  and 
you  have  the  direct  testimony  of  Mr.  Kelly  that  Mr. 
Stephenson  was  the  editor,  and  the  fact  that  in  no  part  of 
the  correspondence  is  the  plaintiff  spoken  of  as  the  editor. 
If  you  think  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  editor,  and  did 
not  fill  the  situation  designated  in  the  declaration,  your 
verdict  should  be  for  the  defendants ;  but  if  you  think  that 
the  plaintiff  did  fill  the  situation  mentioned  in  the  declar- 
ation, you  will  then  consider  whether  there  was  an  en- 
gagement for  a  year.  The  paper  came  out  once  a  month, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  paid  £10  per  article,  and  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Stephenson  speaks  of  its  being  about  £120  a  year ; 
but,  as  twelve  articles  at  £10  each  would  be  £120  a  year, 
this  does  not  necessarily  shew  that  the  engagement  was 
for  a  year.  This  brings  us  to  evidence  of  the  custom ;  and 
on  this  part  of  the  case  it  is  proved  by  a  number  of  gentle- 
men who  have  been  employed  both  as  editors  and  sub- 
editors, that  the  custom  is,  that  a  person  who  is  upon  the 
regular  employ  of  the  newspaper  press,  is  employed  for  a 
year,  unless  it  be  otherwise  expressed ;  but  there  seems  to 
be  some  doubt  whether  that  custom  applies  to  a  paper  like 
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the  present,  as  this  is  the  rather  anomalous  case  of  a  paper         ^^3. 
published  only  once  a  month,  and  to  be  sent  to  India  as  a      „ 
sort  of  speculation,  for  we  find  the  word  '*  spec/'  is  used  in  »• 

Babbbr. 

one  of  the  letters.  The  witnesses,  however,  all  agree  that 
it  is  not  so  much  whether  the  person  is  called  editor,  sub- 
editor, or  reporter,  but  that  if  the  person  be  permanently 
employed  (not  occasionally  only)  to  supply  a  particular 
department  of  a  newspaper,  as,  for  instance,  the  leading 
article,  or  reports  of  the  parliamentary  debates,  and  no 
more  be  said,  that  is  an  engagement  for  a  year ;  and  if  the 
engagement  be  for  a  year,  that  engagement  is  reciprocally 
binding  on  both  parties.  You  will  first  say  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  engaged  as  the  editor  of  the  paper,  as  stated  in 
the  declaration ;  and  if  he  was,  you  will  then  say  whether 
by  the  custom  a  person  who  is  so  employed  is  engaged  for 
a  year,  unless  it  be  otherwise  expressed. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant ;  the  foreman  of  the 
jury  adding,  *^We  do  not  consider  that  Mr. 
Holcroft  was  the  editor  (a)  J 


if 


Piatt  and  Thomas,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Crowder  and  Barstow,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — C.  Robton,  and  CoUerilL'] 
(a)  The  following  case  being  on  the  same  subject,  we  have  subjoined  it. 
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COURT  OP  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SUtmgi  ai  W^tmmtUr  after  Mickailmat  Term,  1843. 


BEFORE  LORD   CHIEF   JU8TICB   TINDAL. 


Sembhf  that 
the  usage  ii, 
that  the  en- 
gagements of 
editors,  sub- 
editors, re- 
porters, and 
other  persons 


Baxter  v.  Nurse. 

Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  on  the 
7th  of  January,  1843,  in  conndemtion  that  the  plaintifl^  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  would  enter  into  the  service  and  employ  of  the  defendant 
in  the  capacity  of  editor  of  a  certain  periodical  puhlicatbn  of  the  defendant, 
called  **  The  Illustrated  Polytechnic  Review,'*  for  a  certain  time,  to  wit, 
for  one  whole  year,  commencing,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at 
who  a're  regu-  and  for  certain  salary  and  wages,  to  wit,  the  sakry  and  wages  of  3/.  3«.  per 
larly  employed  ^n^^k,  to  he  raised  to  4d,  4$,  per  week  when  the  circulation  of  the  puhlica- 
are "for*a  "year*    ^0°  reached  1000  copies,  and  the  said  wages  and  salary  to  he  further  raised 

1/.  It.  per  week  for  each  additional  1000  copies  circulated  weekly,  until 
the  weekly  circulation  amounted  to  7000,  he,  the  defendant,  then  pro- 
mised to  retain  and  employ  the  plaintiff  in  such  ciqwcity  of  editor  as 
aforesaid.  This  count  then  went  on  to  aver,  that  the  plaintiff  did  enter 
into  the  employ  of  the  defendant  on  those  terms,  and  &at  the  defend- 
ant wrongfully  dismissed  him  within  the  year.  The  declaration  also 
contained  counts  fer  work  and  lahour,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account 
r^'^'^hi*  h^h  *"    «tated.     Pleas— :/?r«<,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  £50,  parcel  of  the  money 

in  the  second  and  subsequent  counts  mentioned,  non  assumpsit :  second, 


unless  there  be 
an  express 
agreement  to 
the  contrary. 

In  an  action 
for  wrongfully 
dismissing  the 
editor  of  a  pe- 
riodical work 


was  alleged  to 
be  engaged, 
the  declaration 
stated  that  the 
plaintiff  was 
engaged  for  a 


to  the  first  count,  **  that  after  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  retained 
by  the  defendant,  and  whilst  he  was  so  acting  in  the  capacity  of  editor  of 
the  said  *  Illustrated  Polytechnic  Review,'  and  before  the  defendant  dis- 
missed the  plaintiff  from  his  service  and  employ,  as  in  the  first  count  of 

year,  at  a  salary  ^^  declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  behaved  and  conducted  himself 

of  three  gumeas   .  i  j  •  u     j-*  r         -j 

per  week,  to  be  in  a  gross,  careless,  and  improper  manner,  as  such  editor  as  aforesaid, 

raised  one  gui-    and  conducted,  and  edited,  and  published  the  said   *  Illustrated  Poly- 
nea  for  every 
thousand  copies 
sold.    It  was 

objected  that  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  to  the  rise  of  salary,  were  not  proved.  The  Judge,  being 
of  opinion  that  there  was  some  evidence  of  the  contract  as  laid,  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  said 
that,  if  they  found  that  the  contract  was  not  on  the  terms  as  to  salary  which  were  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  he  should  not  allow  an  amendment,  but  would  have  the  finding  of  the  jury  stated 
on  the  record,  under  the  stat  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s,  24. 
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technic  Review '  in  an  improper  manner,  in  this — to  wit,  that  he,  the 
plaintifl^  wrongfully  and  injuriouBly  printed  and  published  in  the  said 
*  Illustrated  Polytechnic  Review  *  divers  articles,  papers,  matters,  and 
writings  which  had  been  and  were  printed,  co{Hed,  extracted,  and  taken 
Irom  and  out  of  certain  other  works  and  papers,  without  the  consent  of 
the  authors  or  proprietoirs  of  such  last-mentioned  works  and  papers,  witli- 
out  acknowledging,  in  the  said  '  Illustrated  Polytedmic  Review,,  the 
source  from  which  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  had  so  pirated,  copied,  extracted, 
«nd  taken  the  said  articles,  papers,  matters,  and  writings,  and  thereby 
brought  the  said  Review  into  dtsrepnte,  and  injured  the  sale  and  circula- 
tion, and  thereby  then  also  subjected  the  defendant,  and  rendered  him 
liaUe  to  divers  actions  and  suits,  for  phracy,  at  the  suit  of  divers  persons 
whose  names  are  to  the  defendant  unknown — and  the  plaintiff  then  also 
neglected  and  refused  to  insert  in  the  said  '  Illustrated  Polytedmic  Re- 
view' divers  articles,  whidi  he,  the  defendant,  requested  might  be 
inserted  therein — and  then,  also,  wrongfully  and  injuriously  printed  and 
published  a  larger  number  of  copies  of  the  said  Review,  to  wit,  5000 
copies  more  than  were  necessary  or  proper  in  that  behalf — and  inserted 
in  the  said  Review  divers  improper  articles,  wherefore  the  said  defendant, 
at  the  time  when  &c.  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned, 
committed  the  said  breach  of  promise  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
as  he,  the  defendant,  lawfully  might  do  for  the  cause  aforesaid  "  (conclud- 
ing with  a  verification).  Third,  as  to  the  sum  of  £50,  parcel  of  the  money 
in  the  second  and  subsequent  counts  mentioned,  a  payment  into  Court  of 
that  sum,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  no  greater  damages.    Re- 
plication to  the  first  plea,  a  similiter;  to  the  second  plea,  de  injuriA;  and, 
as  to  the  third,  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  money  paid  into  Court,  and 
entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  second  and  subsequent  counts. 

It  was  opened  by  Wilde,  Setjt,  for  the  plamtiff,  that  the  defendant 
had  engaged  the  plaintiff,  Dr.  Baxter,  as  editor  of  the  "  Illustrated  Po- 
lytechnic Review,"  at  a  salary  of  three  guineas  per  week,  to  be  raised,  as 
stated  in  the  declaration ;  but  that,  aAer  the  plaintiff  had  acted  in  that 
capacity  for  three  weeks,  the  defendant  dismissed  him,  which  the  plain- 
tiff contended  he  had  no  right  to  do,  as  not  only  by  law  was  a  general 
hiring  to  be  presumed  to  refer  to  a  year,  but  also  by  the  usage  in  such 
cases  the  engagements  of  editors  of  newspapers  and  periodical  publica- 
tioiis  were  engagements  for  a  year,  unless  an  express  agreement  for  a 
shorter  term  was  entered  into. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Landels  was  called.  He  said,  **  I  know 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  In  consequence  of  seeing  an  advertisement, 
I  applied  to  them  to  do  engraving  for  the  '  Illustrated  Polytechnic  Re- 
view.' I  saw  them  both  at  the  Polytechnic  Institution ;  they  told  me 
that  Mr.  Nurse  was  to  be  the  proprietor,  and  Dr.  Baxter  the  editor. 
Mr.  Nurse  said.  Dr.  Baxter's  engagement  was  three  guineas  a  week,  and 
to  be  progressive  according  to  sale." 

It  farther  appeared,  that  the  publication  was  intended  to  be  a  scien- 
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tific  review,  published  weekly,  at  the  price  of  4</.,  with  engravings ;  and 
with  respect  to  the  usage  as  to  the  engagement  of  editors  of  newspapers 
and  periodical  publications  being  annual  where  no  time  is  mentioned,  it 
was  proved  by  Mr.  Vincent  Dowling,  that  he  had  been  connected  with  the 
newspaper  press  for  forty  years,  and  that  the  usage  was,  that  the  engage- 
ments of  editors,  sub-editors,  reporters,  and  all  who  are  regularly  em- 
ployed on  newspapers,  are  for  a  year,  unless  there  was  an  express  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary  ;  but  Mr.  Dowling  also  stated,  that  he  knew  of  no 
instance  in  which  an  editor  had  been  engaged  for  a  year  on  a  new  publi- 
cation, and  that  it  often  happened  that  new  periodical  publications  were 
commenced  which  did  not  last  six  months.  It  was  also  proved  by 
Mr.  GriflSn,  Mr.  James  Woods,  Mr.  Aykbown,  Mr.  O'Brien,  and  several 
other  witnesses,  who  had  all  of  them  been  engaged  as  editors,  sub-edi- 
tors, and  reporters  for  the  TimeSf  and  other  newspapers,  that  the  usage 
was  for  the  engagement  of  an  editor,  sub-editor,  or  reporter  to  a  news- 
paper, to  be  for  a  year,  unless  it  was  otherwise  expressly  stipulated. 

Tal/ourd,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  the  contract  stated  in  the  declaration 
is  not  proved. 

Bompcu,  Serjt. — Even  if  that  be  so,  it  would  be  amendable. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.-^I  think  there  is  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the 
contract,  as  stated  in  the  declaration.  If  the  jury  should  find  that  the 
contract  is  not  as  stated  in  the  declaration  I  shall  certainly  not  allow  an 
amendment,  but  I  would  have  the  facts  specially  found,  and  the  finding 
stated  on  the  record  under  tlie  statute  (a). 

Tal/ourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant,  in  addressing  the  jury,  contended, 
that,  however  the  usage  deposed  to  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  applied 
to  the  editor  of  an  established  London  daily  or  weekly  newspaper,  it 
could  not  apply  to  the  editor  of  a  publication  like  the  present,  which  was 
really  not  a  newspaper  but  a  review,  which  was  published  at  a  cheap 
price,  and  which,  as  it  was  an  experiment,  might  be  discontinued  entirely 
before  the  end  of  a  year,  and  might  not  last  six  weeks,  as  was  the  case 
with  many  newly  projected  publications.  But  however  that  might  be, 
evidence  would  be  given  to  shew,  that  the  defendant  was  justified  in 
terminating  the  engagement  of  the  plaintiff  within  the  year,  even  if  the 
engagement  were  an  annual  one. 

Evidence  was  given  for  the  defendant  in  support  of  the  second  plea. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  (in  summing  up). — ^The  questions  in  this  case  are — first, 
whether  there  was  an  engagement  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  year ;  and  secondly, 


(a)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c,  42,  s.  24  (set  out  6  C.  &  P.  531). 
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'whether  the  defendant  has  substantiated  his  second  plea,  and  has  shewn 
his  right  to  terminate  the  engagement  before  the  end  of  the  year.  The 
general  rule  of  law  is,  that,  when  there  is  nothing  to  contradict  it,  if  a 
person  engages  another  upon  a  service  that  is  in  its  nature  a  lasting  and 
enduring  service,  the  engagement  is  for  a  year ;  but  the  law  always  looks 
at  the  nature  of  the  contract,  and,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  has  in  this  case 
adduced  a  considerable  body  of  evidence  to  shew,  that,  in  the  cases  of 
editors,  sub-editors,  reporters,  and  other  persons  regularly  employed  on 
newspapers,  it  is  always  understood  and  acted  upon  by  all  parties,  and 
the  general  usage  is,  for  the  engagement  to  be  for  a  whole  year;  and  ^ 
there  is  no  doubt  that  where  there  is  a  general  understanding,  and  a 
course  of  dealing,  and  agreements  are  made,  without  any  specific  stipula- 
tion to  vary  them  from  such  general  course  of  dealing,  they  are  included 
in  it.  It  has  been  said  by  my  Brother  Talfourd^  that  the  usage  which  has 
been  proved  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  although  applicable  to  the  Lon- 
don daily  and  weekly  newspapers,  does  not  apply  to  a  publication  like 
that  which  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  to  edit.  Still,  the  evidence  that  has 
been  adduced  is  very  proper  for  you  to  take  into  your  consideration  in 
determining  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff's  was  an  engagement  for  a  year. 
[His  Lordship  then  summed  up  the  case,  as  to  whether  the  contract, 
as  stated  in  the  declaration,  was  proved,  and  as  to  the  plea  justifying  the 
putting  an  end  to  the  engagement  within  the  year]. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant,  the  jury  finding,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  engaged  for  a  year ;  that  the  contract  was 
only  for  three  guineas  a  week,  and  not  as  stated  in  the 
declaration ;  and,  also,  that  the  defendant  had  made  out 
his  second  plea. 

WUde,  Bompaty  and  Channell^  Seijts.,  and  Uumfrey,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfourdy  Seijt.,  and  Rawlinson,  for  the  defendant 

[Attornies — Gauntlelt,  and  W,  SmytheJ\ 
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In  the  ensuing  term,  Bompas^  Serjt.,  applied  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  and  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence ;  but  the  Court  refused  a  rule  on  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  consenting 
that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  issue, 
because  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  did  not  sustain  the  second  plea. 
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June  2. 

The  Company 
of  Proprietors 
of  Drury  Lane 


The  Theatre  Royal  Drury  Lane  Company  op  Pro- 
prietors V.  Chapman. 

JLrEBT  for  use  and  occupation  *'  of  certain  rooms^  offices^ 

fires^  fireplaces^  and  counters  in  the  Theatre  Royal  Drury 

Theatre  [made   Lane,  and  foT  the  liberty  and  privileges  of  selling  fruit 

a  corporation  ¥  »,  «=» 

by  the  stat.       tea,  coffee,  and  other  refreshments,  and  books  of  the  plays 

50  Geo.  3,  c. 
ccxiv.,  ioc.  and 
pert.]  in  1836 
leased  the 
counters  of  the 

theatre  and  the    [50  GcO.  3,  C.  CCxiv.,  loC.  and  pcrs.]  (a),  aud   that  the   de- 
privilege  of 
selling  fruit, 
&c.,  to  Mrs. 
M.  C.  for  seven 
years.     She 

and  he"  son,  the  *^^d  refreshments  there,  for  which  he  was  to  pay  the  plain- 

afieTf''''iied^to  *^^^  ^^^^  *  ^^^^ '  *^**'  ^^  *^®  ^^*  ^^  January,  1843,  a 
the  committee   balance  of  £450  was  due  for  a  year  and  a  halPs  rent,  after 

become  tenant   deducting  a  sum  of  £150  which  had  been  paid.    The  de- 

tcraw  asThe      fendant  intended  to  object  to  the  form  of  the  present  ac- 

lease,  and  they 
accepted  him. 

He  occupied  down  to  January,  1843,  and  paid  rent  down  to  the  latter  part  of  1841 : — Held^  in 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  defendant  had 
occupied  as  assignee  of  the  lease  to  his  mother,  or  upon  a  fresh  talcing  upon  the  same  terms  as  the 
lease,  and,  if  the  latter,  he  was  liable  in  the  present  action :  and  held,  also,  that  he  would  be  so  liable, 
although  in  April,  1843,  he  and  his  brother  had  taken  out  letters  of  administration  to  Mrs.  M.  C. 
(therein  described  as  a  feme  covert  at  the  time  of  her  death),  and  also  to  her  husband,  who  had 
survived  her.  Held,  also,  that  it  was  no  ground  for  reducing  the  damages,  that,  in  1841,  the 
plaintiffs  had  let  the  theatre  to  Mr.  M.  "subject  to  the  rights"  of  the  defendant,  and  that  Mr. 
M.  had  made  regulations  as  to  the  theatre  and  its  saloon  which  caused  a  loss  of  profit  to  the 
defendant,  unless  those  regulations  were  made  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  of  persons 
acting  for  them  and  by  their  authority. 


in  the  said  Theatre.'^     Plea — Nunquam  indebitatus. 

It  was  opened  by  Knowles,  for  the  plaintifi^,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  incorporated  under  an  act  of  Parliament, 


fendant  had  occupied  what  were  called  the  Fruit  OfiSces  of 
Drary  Lane  Theatre,  with  the  use  of  the  counters  in  the 
saloon  of  that  Theatre,  and  the  privilege  of  selling  fruit 


(a)  In  the  case  of  The  Mayor 
of  Stafford  V.  Tilly  12  Moore,  260, 
which  was  an  action  for  the  use 
and  occupation  of  a  house  and  pre- 
mises, the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held  that  a  corporation  aggregate 
might  maintain  assumpsit  for  use 
and  occupation  where  the  tenant 
has  occupied  premises  under  them 


and  paid  rent.  And  in  the  case 
of  The  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of 
Carmarthen  v.  Lewis,  6  C.  &  P, 
608,  it  was  held  that  a  corporation 
aggregate  might  maintain  assump- 
sit for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
tolls,  though  they  did  not  grant  the 
tolls  to  the  occupier  by  any  instru- 
ment under  their  common  seal. 
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tion  on  the  ground  that  he  held  under  a  lease^  and  also  to  1843. 

object  that  the  business  in  the  saloon  of  the  Theatre  was  "^     ^    ' 

lessened   by  reason  of  the  lessee  of  the  Theatre^  Mr.  ConPAifT 

Macready,  haying  made  regulations  by  which  a  particular  chapman 
class  of  ladies  were  excluded  from  the  saloon. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Dunn^  the  secretary  of  the  plain- 
tiffs^  that  the  defendant  had  occupied  the  counters  of  the 
saloon  of  Drury  Lane  Theatre,  and  what  were  called  the 
fruit-offices,  from  the  year  1837,  and  paid  a  rent  of  £400 
a  year,  to  the  1st  of  July,  1841 ;  but,  in  answer  to  questions 
put  by  Plait,  fcnr  the  defendant,  Mr.  Dunn  said,  "  There 
was  a  lease  of  the  same  property  and  privileges  that  the 
defendant  had  at  the  Theatre.  This  lease  was  granted  to 
Mrs.  Mary  Chapman,  the  mother  of  the  defendant,  who 
died  in  the  month  of  January,  1837.  The  defendant  paid 
the  rent  of  the  half-year  in  which  his  mother  died.  The 
lease  is  not  expired  by  lapse  of  time.  The  defendant,  soon 
after  his  mother's  death,  applied  to  the  committee  to  take 
him  as  their  tenant,  on  the  same  terms  aa  the  lease,  and 
they  accepted  him  {a)J 


f} 


Hait,  for  the  defendant. — ^I  apprehend  that  the  lease 
must  be  produced,  to  shew  the  terms. 

WieHTM AN»  J. — The  plaintiffs  must  produce  the  coun- 
terpart of  the  lease.  The  defendant  is  to  hold  on  the 
same  terms  as  the  lease,  and  we  must  s^  what  these 
terms  are. 

The  counterpart  of  the  lease  was  proved,  and  put  in.  It 
was  a  lease  dated  the  30th  July,  1836,  from  the  plaintiffs 
to  Mary  Chapman,  of  the  use  of  the  counters  of  the  saloon 
of  the  Theatre,  and  the  exclusive  right  of  selling  fruit,  tea, 
coffee,  and  such  other  refreshments,  and  also  books  of  the 
plays,  when  permitted  by  the  authors,  as  have  been  usually 

(a)  Mr.  Duna  did  not  give  the  date  of  this  transactioo. 
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1843.        furnislied  or  sold  in  the  theatre^  and  the  liberty  of  using 
^      ^,         certain  fireplaces,  for  seven  years. 

Company 

Chapman.  Piatt,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  the  present 
action  cannot  be  maintained.  The  defendant  came  in  at 
the  death  of  his  mother  under  the  lease  granted  to  her^ 
and  he  is  therefore  to  be  treated  as  the  assignee  of  the 
lease^  and  the  plaintiffs'  remedy  must  be  on  the  lease,  and 
no  action  for  use  and  occupation  will  lie. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  capacity  in  which  the  defendant 
held  is  one  of  the  questions  which  I  shall  leave  to  the  jury. 

Piatt  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant. — The  lease 
to  Mrs.  Chapman  is  a  subsisting  lease,  and,  being  by  deed,  it 
cannot  be  got  rid  of  by  parol  or  by  any  thing  but  another 
deed,  and  the  whole  of  Mrs.  Chapman's  interest  in  the 
property  is  in  her  representatives.  I  shall  put  in  letters  of 
administration  to  Mrs.  Chapman  granted  to  the  defendant 
and  his  brother  Mr. Frederick  Chapman;  and  they  therefore 
have  all  their  mother's  interest  in  the  property  till  the  lease 
expires,  and  they  and  they  alone  are  suable  on  the  lease, 
which  is  by  deed,  and  not  in  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation. But  even  conceding  that  the  action  for  use  and 
occupation  would  lie,  the  tenant  is  not  liable  if  the  pre- 
mises are  rendered  valueless;  and  it  will  be  shewn  that 
since  the  making  of  certain  regulations  by  Mr.  Macready, 
the  lessee  of  the  theatre,  the  saloon  has  been  rendered 
valueless  to  the  defendant. 

Letters  of  administration  of  the  effects  of  Mrs.  Mary 
Chapman,  dated  the  18th  of  April,  1843,  granted  to  the 
defendant  and  his  brother  Mr.  Frederick  Chapman,  were 
put  in.  The  letters  of  administration  stated  that  Mrs. 
Chapman  had  a  husband  who  survived  her  (a). 

(a)    Lord  Coke  says   (1  Inst      any  thing  of  the  gift  of  her  hus- 
3  a),  ^*  A  feme  covert  cannot  take      band,  but  is  of  capacity  to  pur- 


1843. 


V, 

Chapmak. 
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•Letters  of  administration  of  the  same  date  of  the  effects 
of  Mr.  Greorge  Chapman   (husband  of  Mrs.  Chapman) 
granted  to  the  defendant  and  his  brother  were  also  put  ^Company"* 
in  (a). 

It  was  proved  that  the  sale  of  refreshments  at  Drury 
Lane  Theatre  had  very  much  decreased  in  the  years  1841 
and  1842^  after  the  regulations  made  by  Mr.  Macready  for 
the  exclusion  of  women  of  improper  character  from  the 
saloon  of  the  theatre^  and  after  the  regulations  made  by 
bim  preventing  the  fruit-women  from  going  into  the  pit 
of  the  theatre  to  sell  fruit  there.  But  it  was  proved 
by  Mr.  Macready  that  he  had  taken  the  theatre  of  the 
defendant  in  the  year  1841^  ''subject  to  the  rights''  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  he  made  these  regulations  of  his  own 
authority. 

KnowleSf  in  reply. — It  is  quite  clear  from  the  evidence 
that  the  defendant  occupied  this  property  not  as  assignee 
or  representative  of  his  mother  for  the  remainder  of  her 


chase  of  others,  without  the  con- 
sent of  her  husband ;  and  of  this 
opinion  was  Littleton,  in  our  books, 
and  in  this  book,  sect  677,  but 
her  husband  may  disagree  there- 
unto, and  devest  the  whole  estate, 
but  if  he  neither  agree  nor  dis- 
agree, the  purchase  is  good;  but 
after  his  death,  albeit  the  husband 
agreed  thereunto,  yet  she  may, 
without  any  cause  to  be  alleged, 
waive  the  same;  and  so  may  her 
heirs  also,  if,  after  the  decease  of 
her  husband,  she  herself  agreed 
not  thereunto."  With  respect  to  a 
wife  taking  any  thing  of  the  gifl  of 
her  husband,  Messrs.  Hargrave 
and  Butler,  in  their  note  on  this 
passage,  say,  "  But  this  doctrine 
roust  be  understood  with  various 
limitations.  1.  Though  the  hus- 
band cannot  convey  to  the  wife  tm- 

VOL.  I.  C 


mediateltfy  yet  he  may  give  to  a 
trustee,  for  her  benefit,  and  the 
gif^  will  be  good.  Therefore,  he 
may  convey  land  to  her  by  way  of 
use,  as  by  enfeoffing  or  covenant- 
ing with  another  to  stand  seised, 
or  surrendering  a  copyhold  to  her 
use.  2.  According  to  some  books, 
by  custom  of  a  particular  place,  or 
of  York,  the  wife  may  take  by  im^ 
mediate  conveyance  from  her  hus- 
band. 3.  The  husband  may  give  to 
his  wife  by  last  will,  because  such 
g^ft  cannot  take  effect  till  his  death, 
when  the  coverture  is  determined. 
4.  It  seems  that  a  donatio  mortis 
caus&  by  husband  to  wife  may  be 
good,  because  that  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  legacy. 

(a)    The   time  of   Mr.  George 
Chapman's  death  did  not  appear. 

N.  P. 
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1843.        term  under  the  lease,  but  as  yearly  tenant,  having  made  a 

^     -    ^       new  and  separate  bargain  for  himself,  and  this  is  quite 

coMPANT.     manifest,  as  the  letters  of  administration  are  dated  in 

Chapman.     A-pril,  1843,  and  the  present  action  was  commenced  before 

that  time  (a),  and  the  administration  was,  therefore,  an  after 

thought  to  defeat  the  present  action ;  and  with  respect  to 

the  other  ground  of  defence,  that  the  defendant's  profits 

have  been  diminished  by  Mr.  Macready's  arrangements, 

it  is  not  at  all  shewn  that  that  is  in  any  way  attributable 

to  the  plaintiffs ;  indeed,  Mr.  Macready  himself  has  stated 

that  he  took  the  theatre  subject  to  all  the  defendant's 

rights  and  privileges,  and  even  assuming  that  Mr.  Macready 

had  exceeded  his  authority  in  respect  of  the  defendant's 

rights,  that  is  no  reason  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay 

his  rent  to  the  plaintiff's. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — The  first  question  in 
this  case  which  I  shall  leave  to  you  is,  whether  you  are 
satisfied  that,  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Mary  Chapman,  the 
defendant  entered  into  a  new  contract  with  the  Committee 
of  Drury  Lane  Theatre,  to  hold  this  property  and  these 
privileges  on  the  same  terms  as  the  lease;  and  whether  the 
defendant  held  under  such  new  taking,  or  whether  he 
entered  into  possession  after  the  death  of  his  mother  under 
the  lease  itself.  With  respect  to  the  second  point,  as  to  the 
defendant's  alleged  loss  of  profits  in  consequence  of  Mr. 
Macready's  regulations,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  unless  the  de- 
fendant was  deprived  of  his  profits  by  some  default  of  the 
plaintiffs,  or  of  those  who  represent  them,  and  act  by  their 
authority,  such  loss  of  profits  is  no  defence  to  the  present 
action;  you  will,  therefore,  tell  me  whether  you  think  what 
Mr.  Macready  did,  was  done  by  the  authority  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  I  also  wish  you  to  say  how  much  the  property  and 
privileges  of  the  defendant  were,  in  fact,  deteriorated  by 

(a)  The  declaration  in  the  pre-  March,  1843,  and  the  plea  the  24th 
sent   action    was    dated    28th    of      of  April,  1843. 
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the  changes  which  took  place  in  the  arrangements  of  the         ig43, 
theatre.  ^ 

Drurt-Lanb 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiflfs ;  and  the  foreman  of  the  Company 
jury  said,  ''We  consider  it  a  new  taking;  and  Chapman. 
we  think  that  the  alterations  were  not  made 
with  the  authority  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  by  Mr. 
Macready's  own  authority ;  and  with  respect 
to  the  third  question,  we  consider  that  a  de- 
duction of  £150  should  be  made.'' 

WioHTMAN,  J. — The  other  facts  being  found  as  they  are 
by  the  jury,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not 
entitled  to  any  deduction  at  all,  and  that  the  verdict  must 
be  entered  for  £450 ;  and  I  shall  give  Mr.  Piatt  leave  to 
move  to  reduce  the  damages  to  £300,  if  the  Court  think 
the  deduction  of  £150  can  be  made. 

The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff; 
damages  £450. 

Knowles  and  Corrie,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Plait  and  Huffh  Hill,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Burgess,  and  PiUherJ] 


On  a  subsequent  day,  Flatt  applied  for  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  or  why  the 
damages  should  not  be  reduced;  but  the  Court,  after 
taking  time  to  consider,  refused  a  rule. 
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1843. 


Sittings  in  London  after  Trinity  Term,  1843. 

BEFORE    LORD   DENMAN^  C.  J. 


Where,  on  a 
sale  of  goods 
bought  and 
sold,  notes  are 
given,  the 


TowNEND  and  Others  v,  Drakeford. 

X ROVER  for  sealing-wax. — Pleas,  1st,  not  guilty;  and 
2nd,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  possessed. 

It  was  opened  by  Crowder  for  the  plaintiff,  that  405 
bought  and  sold  chests  of  sealing-wax  had  been  bought  of  the  defendant 

notes  constitute  °  ° 

the  contract 
between  the 
parties  and 
not  the  entry 
of  the  con- 
tract made  by 


by  the  plaintiffs  through  Messrs.  Lord  &  Co.,  who  were 

brokers. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Stovell,  the  partner  of 

Mr.  Lord  the  broker,  was  called.  He  proved  the  hand- 
his  book.  But  Writing  of  the  signature  of  Mr.  Henry  Gibson  Lord  (who 
bougliTandsoid  ^^^  a  SOU  and  clerk  of  Mr.  Lord  the  broker)  to  the  bought 
noi^,  the  entry  j^j  J  g^j^  notcs  of  the  scaling-wax  in  question  which  were 

m  the  broker  s  °  ^ 

book  may  be      put  in.     They  wcrc  as  follow : — 

resorted  to. 

If  there  be  a 
material  discre- 
pancy between 
the  bought  and 
sold  notes, 

tracf  "  °°  ^°"    ^^^^  ^^  June,  brokerage  1  per  cent.,  deposit  15  per  cent.. 

Where  the 
bought  note  of 
405  chests  of 
India  sealing- 
wax  contained 
the  terms 
"  Prompt  25th 
June,  broker- 
age 1  per  cent, 
deposit  15/.  per 
cent.,  payable 
2nd  April," 
and  the  sold 
note  was 
•*  Prompt  25th 
June,  broker- 
age I  per 
cent,"  and  the 
deposit  wholly 

omitted  : — Heldf  that  this  was  such  a  discrepancy  between  the  bought  and  sold  notcs  as  to  make 
it  no  contract,  although,  with  respect  to  the  brokerage,  it  was  stated  by  one  of  the  special  jury 
that  the  buyer  would  pay  the  broker  one  per  cent,  and  the  seller  half  per  cent. 

Whether  the  signing  of  bought  and  sold  notes  by  the  clerk  of  the  broker  is  sufficient    Quare, 


*' London,  22nd  March,  1842. 
"Bought  by  order  of  Messrs.  W.  Townend  &  Co.  the 
following  goods.  East  India  Company's  conditions,  prompt 


payable  2nd  April. 


Chests. 

Per  Helen  Mary   .     , 
Brightman     .     . 
Crusader    .     .     . 

.     .  146 
,     .  107 
.     .  152 

405  chests  of  E.  T.  sealing-wax 
16*.  per.  cwt.  in  bond. 

'^  Your  most  obedient  servants, 

"  H.  W.  Lord  &  Co. 

"/?.  Henry  Gibson  Lord.*' 


Town END 
p. 
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''London,  22nd  March,  1842.  1343. 

''  Sold  by  order  and  for  account  of  Mr.  D.  Drakeford  the 
following  goods.  East  India  Company's  conditions^  prompt 
25  June^  brokerage  \  per  cent.  Drakefobd. 

Chests. 
Per  Helen  Mary   .     .    .  146 
Brightman      .     .     .  107 
Crusader    .     .     .     .152 


405  chests  of  E.  I.  sealing-wax 
16«.  per  cwt.  in  bond. 

''  Your  most  obedient  servants^ 

«  H.  W.  Lord  &  Co.'' 

FoUett,  S.  G.^  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  there  is 
no  contract  between  these  parties.  These  bought  and  sold 
notes  do  not  tally.  The  bought  note  has  "  brokerage  1  per 
cent."  ** deposit  15  per  cent."  The  sold  note  is  "broker- 
age i  per  cent.^"  and  the  deposit  omitted  entirely. 

One  of  the  special  jury. — The  buyer  pays  the  broker  one 
per  cent,  and  the  seller  half  per  cent. 

Crowder. — The  contract  is  perfectly  correct.  The  price 
is  the  same,  and  so  is  the  prompt. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^If  the  bought  and  sold  notes  do 
not  agree,  how  can  I  hold  it  to  be  any  contract  ? 

Mr.  Stovell  recalled. — ^I  produce  the  broker's  book  in 
which  is  the  entry  of  this  sale.  The  entry  is  not  signed, 
but  it  mentions  the  deposit.  The  broker  generally  holds 
the  deposit  to  protect  the  seller.  The  broker  is  respon- 
sible for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract.  The  defendant 
looked  to  us  to  pay  for  the  goods,  as  he  did  not  know  the 
other  parties.     The  buyer  knew  the  seller  as  being  the 
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18^3^        importer  of  the  goods.     It  is  the  broker^s  business  to  get 
the  deposit. 


TOWNEND 
V. 

Drakefobd. 


Crowder  referred  to  the  case  of  Hawes  v.  Forster  (a). 

LordDENMAN^  C.J. — After  much  consideration^  and  after 
consulting  merchants^  we  held  that  the  bought  and  sold 
notes  were  the  contract^  and  not  what  is  written  by  the 
broker  in  a  book  which  nobody  sees.  If  there  is  nothing 
but  the  book,  we  oiust  go  by  that.  In  the  present  case  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  discrepancy  between  these  two  notes 
makes  it  no  contract. 

Crowder, — I  submit  that  this  is  no  discrepancy.  The 
deposit  is  as  much  for  the  benefit  of  the  broker  as  of 
the  principal,  as  it  is  for  the  broker's  security;  and  as 
to  the  brokerage,  that  is  different  for  the  buyer  and  the 
seller. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  would  receive  any  evidence  (sub- 
ject to  objection)  that  you  have  as  to  the  usage  of  the  trade 
with  respect  to  the  deposit. 

Crowder. — If  I  could  shew  an  admission  in  writing  of  a 
contract  by  the  defendant, — would  not  that  be  evidence  ? 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  you  had  commenced  with  that, 
you  would  have  had  a  prim&  facie  case ;  but  when  these 
notes  were  put  in,  it  would  have  been  seen  that  there  was 
no  contract.  If  the  bought  and  sold  notes  differ  in  any 
material  particular,  there  is  not  contract. 

FoUett,  S.  G. — There  is  also  a  point  in  this  case  that  must 

(fl)  1  M.  &  Rob.  368.  That  case  tings  after  T.  T.  1834.  We  believe 

was  tried  at  the  sittings  after  M.  T.  that  there  is  no  report  of  the  case 

1832,  and  a  new  trial  was  granted,  in  Banco, 
the  second  trial  being  at  the  sit- 
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be  decided  at  some  time,  which  is,  whether  these  notes  are 
sufficient  if  signed  by  a  clerk  of  the  broker. 

TOWNBICD 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— The  plaintiffs  must  be  nonsuited.     Dramfobd. 

Nonsuit. 

Crowder  and  Cowling^  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Fottetij  S.  G.,  JS.  James,  and  fVilles,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Haddan^  and  Hudson,'] 


COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Sitting  in  London  in  Easier  Term,  1843. 

BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    MAULE. 


Webb  v.  Page. 


C 


'ASE  for  negligence  in  carrying  goods.  A  witnett  who 

A  witness  was  called  for  the  plaintiff^,  to  speak  to  the  Mtion*to*dc-" 
nature  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  goods^  (which  con-  J^*!**}*'"^"^' 
sisted  of  cabinet  work),  and  the  expense  that  would  be  pending  on  bii 
necessary  to  restore  or  replace  the  injured  articles.   Before  ticuUr  trade, 
being  sworn,  the  witness  applied  for  compensation  for  his  is*exam?ned  a 
loss  of  time.  right  to  dc' 

romndy  from  tha 
party  calling 

Maule,  J. — There  is  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  sation  for  hia 
a  man  who  sees  a  fact  and  is  called  to  prove  it  in  a  court  ^^  ?here  is'a 
of  justice,  and  that  of  a  man  who  is  selected  by  a  party  to  distinction  bc- 

,  "       *-      J  tween  a  witness 

give  his  opinion  on  a  matter  with  which  he  is  peculiarly  thus  called,  and 

^  .  ,  i.    •       vr       a  witness  who  is 

conversant  from  the  nature  of  his  employment  in  life,  called  to  depost 
The  former  is  bound,  as  a  matter  of  public  duty,  to  speak  {,e  m^J,'^'***^'' 
to  a  fact  which  happens  to  have  fallen  within  his  know- 
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1843.  ledge— without  such  testimony,  the  course  of  justice  must 
be  stopped.  The  latter  is  under  no  such  obligation.  There 
is  no  such  necessity  for  his  evidence,  and  the  party  who 
selects  him  must  pay  him. 

Mr.  Wyche,  the  plaintifiF^s  attorney,  gave  his  undertak- 
ing to  pay  the  witness,  who  was  then  examined. 

Bowling,  Scrjt.,  and  Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. 
BompaSy  Serjt.,  and  Kennedy,  for  the  defendant. 

[  Altornies —  Wyclie,  and  A/.  Lewis.'] 


Sittings  at  Westminster  after  THnity  Term,  1843. 

BEFORE  LORD  CHIEF  JUSTICE  TINDAL. 


June  21.      Gregory  v.  Dure  of  Brunswick  and  Vallance. 

The  public,  who  IjASE. — ^The  declaration  stated  that,  before  and  at  the 
haTe  a  right  to'  ^1™®  ^f  the  Conspiracy  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
express  their      ^j^  about  to  bccomc  an  actor,  and  to  use  the  profession  or 

free  and  un-  '  * 

biassed  opinions  occupation  of  an  actor  for  profit  and  advantage,  and  to 
the  performers    perform  the  character  of  Hamlet  in  a  certain  tragedy  at 

who  appear 

upon  the  stage;  but  parties  have  no  right  to  go  to  a  theatre,  by  a  preconcerted  plan  to 
make  such  a  noise  that  an  actor,  without  any  judgment  being  formed  'of  his  performance, 
should  be  driven  fVom  the  stage  ;  and  if  two  persons  are  shewn  to  have  laid  a  preconcerted  plan 
to  deprive  a  person  who  comes  out  as  an  actor  of  the  benefits  which  he  expected  to  result  from 
his  appearance  on  the  stage,  they  are  liable  in  an  action  for  a  conspiracy. 

In  an  action  for  a  conspiracy  to  hiss  an  actor,  the  defendants  cannot,  under  the  general  issue, 
give  in  evidence  libels  published  by  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  of  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  was 
hissed  on  account  of  those  libels,  and  not  by  reason  of  any  conspiracy  of  the  defendants. 

In  an  action  for  a  conspiracy,  the  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  also  a  special 
plea  of  justification,  which  plea  was  demurred  to,  and  held  bad  by  the  Court,  who  gave  judg- 
ment on  it  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  award  of  venire  was  as  well  to  try  the  issue  joined  "  as 
to  inquire  what  damages  the  said  plaintiff  hath  sustained  on  occasion  of  the  premises  whereof 
the  Court  hath  given  judgment  for  the  said  plaintiff:" — //e/cf,  that  on  the  trial  at  Nisi  Prius, 
the  defendant's  counsel,  in  addressing  the  jury,  had  a  right  to  refer  to  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  special  plea,  and  to  comment  upon  them. 
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Corent  Grarden  Theatre  for  reward^  to  be  therefore  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  by  Alfred  Bunn,  the  then  manager  of  that 
theatre.    Yet  the  defendants^  with  divers  other  persons^ 
contrivingy  &c.,  on  the  13th  day  of  February^  1843^ "  falsely^ 
wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  among  themselves  conspire, 
combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  performing  in  public  as  such  actor  as  afore- 
said in  the  character  of  Hamlet  in  the  performance  of  the 
said  tragedy  in  the  theatre  aforesaid,  and  to  prevent  the 
public  audience,  which  might  be  assembled  to  witness  the 
performance  of  the  said  tragedy  in  the  said  theatre  on  the 
occasion  when  the  plaintiff  was  to  perform  as  aforesaid, 
from  hearing  or  appreciating  the  performance  of  the  said 
character  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  tragedy, 
and  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  desist  from  the  performance 
of  the  said  character,  and  to  deter  and  prevent  the  mana- 
ger of  the  said  theatre  from  allowing  or  retaining  the 
plaintiff  to  perform  as  such  actor  as  aforesaid  in  the  said 
theatre,  and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  exercising  his 
said  profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor  in  the  said 
theatre,  and  from  gaining  or  acquiring  any  profit,  fame,  or 
reputation  by  his  performance  as  an  actor  in  the  character 
aforesaid/'     It  then  went  on  to  aver  that  the  defendants 
and  the  other  persons  '4n  pursuance  of,  and  according  to, 
the  said  conspiracy,  combination,^'  &c.,  "  and,  in  order  to 
carry  the  same  into  fulfilment,  hired  and  engaged  divers, 
to  wit,  200  persons,  to  attend  as  part  of  the  audience  in 
the  said  theatre  on  the  occasion  when  the  plaintiff  was  to 
perform  as  afor^aid,  and  did  perform,  to  hoot,  hiss,  groan, 
and  yell  at  and  against  the  plaintiff  during  his  perform- 
ance,'' and  to  aid  the  defendants  in  carrying  the  conspiracy 
into  effect;  and  that  afterwards  the  plaintiff,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  said  Alfred  Bunn,  did  appear  in  the  character 
of  Hamlet  in  the  said  theatre  before  a  public  audience, 
nevertheless  the  defendants,  in  frirther  pursuance  of  the 
conspiracy,  and  to  carry  it  into  effect,  did,  with  the  other 
persons  so  engaged  as  aforesaid,  hoot,  hiss,  groan,  and  yell 


1843. 

Grboo&t 

Duke  or 
Brunswick. 
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1843. 


Gbbqobt 

V. 
DUKV  OF 

Brunswick. 


at  the  plaintiff^  and  made  an  uproar  against  the  plaintiff, 
80  that  the  performance  of  the  character  of  Hamlet  by  the 
plaintiff  could  not  be  heard^  understood^  or  appreciated; 
and  it  was  stated^  as  special  damage^  that  Mr.  Bunn 
would  not  retain  the  plaintiff  as  an  actor  in  the  said 
theatre  for  gain  and  reward  to  the  plaintiff,  as  he  other* 
wise  would. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  second,  to  the  whole  declaration^ 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  about  to  use  the  profession  or  oc- 
cupation of  an  actor  for  profit ;  third,  as  to  the  hissing, 
hooting,  &c.,  and  procuring  others  to  do  so,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  use  the  profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor  for 
profit ;  fourth,  as  to  so  much  of  the  said  grievances  as 
relates  to  the  hooting,  hissing,  &c.,  at  the  plaintiff,  and 
making  an  uproar  against  the  plaintiff,  that  for  five  years 
before  the  committing  of  the  last-mentioned  grievance, 
the  plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  of  the  Satirist  newspaper, 
10,000  copies  of  which  were  sold  on  the  Sunday  in  every 
week;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  been,  and  was  in  the 
habit  of  writing  and  publishing,  and  causing  to  be  written 
and  published  in  the  said  newspaper,  divers  indecent  and 
disgusting  articles  against  good  morals,  and  in  violation  of 
the  laws,  and  divers  false  and  malicious  libels  of  and  con- 
cerning her  Majesty,  and  of  and  concerning  divers  persons, 
and  divers  blasphemous  and  seditious  libels ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  common  libeller,  and  in  the  habit  of  re« 
ceiving  money  from  divers  persons,  for  suppressing,  and 
promising  to  suppress,  defamatory  matter,  which  such  per- 
sons were  induced  to  believe  would  appear  in  the  said 
newspaper,  unless  they  made  such  payments;  and  the 
plaintiff,  during  all  the  times  aforesaid,  notoriously  gained 
his  livelihood  by  the  means  and  practices  aforesaid,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  being  such  person  as  aforesaid,  appeared 
as  a  public  actor  at  the  said  theatre,  to  the  great  scandal, 
nuisance,  and  outrage  of  the  persons  in  the  said  theatre, 
and  against  public  morals  and  decency,  wherefore  the  de- 
fendants being  present  in  the  said  theatre,  as  part  of  the 
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audience^  did  tfaen^  in  order  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
desist  and  forbear  from  appearing  on  the  said  stage^  as 
such  actor  and  performer^  and  to  prevent^  as  far  as  in  them 
lay^  the  said  scandal,  nuisance,  and  outrage,  a  little  hiss, 
groan,  and  yell  at  the  plaintiff,  as  they  lawfully  might, 
(concluding  with  a  yerification). — Replication  to  the  first, 
second,  and  third  pleas,  a  similiter,  and  to  the  fourth  plea 
a  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  this  plea  was  only 
pleaded  to  a  part  of  the  declaration  not  divisible  from  the 
conspiracy ;  that  the  matters  of  the  plea  did  not  justify  the 
conspiracy ;  that  they  did  not  warrant  the  noise  &c.,  so  as 
to  cause  the  damage  mentioned  in  the  declaration ;  that 
the  audience  of  a  theatre  have  no  right  to  hiss,  hoot,  &c., 
an  actor  so  as  to  injure  him,  merely  because  he  may  be 
chargeable  with  offences  unconnected  with  the  stage,  or 
with  his  performances  as  an  actor ;  and  that  the  charges  in 
the  plea  were  too  general,  in  not  setting  out  the  particular 
hbels,  and  the  names  of  the  persons  from  whom  the  plain- 
tiff  received  money  for  suppressing,  or  promising  to  sup- 
press,  defamatory  matter,  and  the  sums  received,  and  the 
times  when.  To  this  demurrer  there  was  a  joinder,  and 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  '^  that  the  said 
last  plea  of  the  said  defendant  is  not  sufficient  in  \kw" 
The  Nisi  Prius  record  then  went  on  as  follows : — "  Where- 
fore the  said  plaintiff  ought  to  recover  his  damages  upon 
occasion  of  the  premises  against  the  said  defendants,  but 
because  it  is  unknown  to  the  court  what  damages  the  said 
plaintiff  has  sustained  on  occasion  thereof,  and  because  it 
is  convenient  and  necessary  that  there  be  but  one  taxation 
of  damages  in  this  cause,  therefore  let  the  inquisition  of 
damages  in  this  behalf  be  stayed  until  the  trial  of  the  said 
issues  above  joined,  between  the  said  parties,  to  be  tried 
by  the  country,  thereupon  as  well  to  try  the  said  issues, 
above  joined  between  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  de- 
fendants, as  to  inquire  what  damages  the  said  plaintiff  hath 
sustained  on  occasion  of  the  premises,  whereof  the  court  hath 
given  judgment  for  the  said  plaintiff ,  the  sheriff  is  com- 
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manded  that  he  cause  to  come  here  forthwith^  twelve  &c.^ 
by  whom  &c.^  and  who  neither  Sec,,  to  recognize  &c.,  be- 
cause as  well  &c.'' 

In  his  opening,  Shee,  Seijt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  referred 
to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Leigh  and  others  which  occurred 
in  the  year  1775,  which  was  an  indictment  for  raising  a 
disturbance  at  Covent  Garden  Theatre  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  thedischarge  of  Mr.  Macklin,  and  cited  the 
case  of  Clifford  y.  Brandon  (a),  in  which  Sir  James  Mans- 


(a)  2  Camp.  358.  In  a  note  to 
this  case,  Mr.  (now  Lord)  Camp- 
bell says,  "  Macklin,  the  famous 
comedian,  indicted  several  persons 
for  a  conspiracy  to  ruin  him  in  his 
profession.  They  were  tried  before 
Lord  Mantfieldf  and  it  being  prov- 
ed that  they  had  entered  into  a  plan 
to  hiss  him  as  oflen  as  he  appeared 
on  the  stage,  they  were  foundguilty, 
imder  his  lordship's  direction ;  but 
the  prosecutor  declined  calling  upon 
them  to  receive  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  I  have  not  been  able  to 
find  any  authentic  account  of  the 
trial."  This  evidently  refers  to  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Leigh  and  others.^ 
of  which,  we  believe,  as  above 
stated,  there  is  no  report  in  any 
law  book.  The  best  cotemporary 
account  of  it  will  be  found  in  the 
Morning  Chronicle,  of  February 
25,  1775,  (in  the  Library  of  the 
the  British  Museum),  and  in  the 
London  Chronicle  of  the  same 
date,  in  the  library  of  the  City  of 
London ;  a  short  account  of  the 
trial  is  also  in  Dods.  Ann.  Reg. 
for  1775,  p.  95.  From  all  these,  it 
appears  that  the  trial  was  on  a  cri" 
minal  information,  and  before  Mr. 
Justice  Aslon^  at  Westminster,  on 
the  25th  of  February,  1 775.  A  copy 
of  the  information  will  be  found  in 


6  Wentw.  PL  443  ;  Cr.  Cir.  Ass. 
244 ;  Hands.  Crown  Off.  Pr.  132 ; 
and  2  Chitty  Cr.  L.  494 ;  and  it  is 
worthy  of  remark,  that,  although  in 
nearly  all  the  books  in  which  this 
case,  or  this  criminal  information, 
is  mentioned,  it  is  treated  as  a  case 
of  conspiracy;  yet  there  is  no  count 
in  the  information  in  which  a  con- 
spiracy is  charged  as  the  corpus  de- 
licti, as  the  first  count  (which  is  the 
only  one  in  which  any  thing  at 
all  touching  on  conspiracy  occurs) 
merely  charges,  that  the  defendants, 
"  conspiring  together  to  ruin  the 
said  Charles  Macklin,"  on  &c.,  at 
&c.,  "  unlawfiilly,  wickedly,  riot- 
ously, and  tumultuously,  at  and  in 
the  said  theatre,  made  and  raised 
a  great  noise,  tumult,  riot,  and  dis- 
turbance, andthereby  tumultuously 
and  turbulently  prevented  and  hin- 
dered the  said  C.  M.  from  playing 
and  performing  the  part  or  charac- 
ter of  Shylock."  All  the  other 
counts  appear  to  be  counts  for  riots ; 
but  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
either  of  them  is  a  good  count  for  a 
riot,  as  they  none  of  them  conclude 
in  terrorem  populi,  which,  in  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Hugheiy  4  C.  &  P. 
373,  was  held  to  be  essential.  It  is 
also  worthy  of  remark,  that,  in  the 
Cr.  Cir.  Ass.  244 ;  Hands.  Cr.  Off. 
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fieUy  C.  J.,  says,  "  But  if  any  body  of  men  were  to  go  to 
the  theatre  with  the  settled  intention  of  hissing  an  actor^ 
or  eren  of  damning  a  piece,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
such  a  deliberate  and  preconcerted  scheme  would  amount 
to  a  conspiracy,  and  that  the  persons  concerned  in  it 
might  be  brought  to  punishment/'  He  also  argued  that, 
however  the  public  might  have  a  right  either  by  hissing  or 
otherwise  to  express  their  opinions  of  an  actor,  with  respect 
to  his  merits  or  demerits  as  an  actor,  the  public  could  have 
no  right  to  hiss  any  actor  on  account  of  any  dislike  that 
might  be  entertained  of  his  private  character  or  conduct 
apart  from  his  performance  on  the  stage. 
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It  was  proved  that  on  the  13th  of  February,  1843,  the 
plaintiff  appeared  on  the  stage  of  Covent  Garden  Tlieatre 
for  the  purpose  of  playing  the  character  of  Hamlet,  and 
that  there  was  a  great  disturbance,  and  so  much  hissing, 
yelling,  and  noise,  that  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  desist 
from  performing  the  character.  It  was  proved  that  both 
the  defendants  were  in  the  theatre  and  took  an  active  part 
in  the  disturbance. 

It  was  proposed  by  Humfrey,  for  the  defendant,  to  put  a 
copy  of  the  Satirist  newspaper  into  the  hand  of  Mr.  Stevens, 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  to  ask  him  if  he  had  read  it. 


SheCy  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that  the  Satirist 
newspaper  and  its  contents,  are  not  evidence  in  this  action. 


Pr.  132 ;  and  2  Chitty  Cr.  L.  494, 
it  is  ttated,  that  the  defendants  were 
oonncted  and  fined.  The  ]atter 
part  of  the  statement,  as  to  the  fine, 
seems  erroneous,  as  it  not  only  ap- 
pears from  Dodsley's  Ann.  Reg. 
for  1775,  p.  117,  and  from  the 
London  Chronicle  of  May  11, 
1 775,  that  no  sentence  was  passed 
on  the  defendants,  they  consenting 
to  pay  Mr.  MacUin   his  law  ex- 


penses, and  to  take  100/.  worth  of 
tickets  for  his  henefit,  and  100/. 
worth  of  tickets  for  his  daughter's 
henefit;  but  we  were  informed  by 
the  late  Mr.  Dealtry  (who  was 
Master  of  the  Crown  Office),  that 
no  entry  of  any  judgment  in  this 
case  was  to  be  found  in  the  Crown 
Office,  and  that  he  was  therefore 
certain  that  no  sentence  had  ever 
been  passed. 
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Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendants. — I  apprehend  that 
this  paper  is  receivable  in  evidence,  as  the  question  is^ 
whether  there  was  a  preconcerted  contrivance  of  the  de- 
fendants on  this  occasion,  or  whether  the  uproar  arose 
from  the  disgust  of  the  audience  at  the  appearance  on  the 
public  stage  of  a  person  who,  for  many  years,  had  indulged 
in  a  system  of  private  libelling. 


Humfrey,  on  the  same  side. — We  propose  to  shew  that 
the  libels  contained  in  the  different  numbers  of  the  Satirist 
are  of  such  a  nature,  that  no  man  who  had  written  or  pub* 
Ushed  them  could  hope  for  a  single  moment  to  appear  on 
the  English  stage,  and  that  that  which  is  here  charged  as 
being  the  effect  of  a  conspiracy  between  the  two  defend- 
ants was,  in  reality,  the  unanimous  feeling  of  the  audience, 
arising  from  their  knowledge  of  these  infamous  publica- 
tions. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  cannot  see  how  this  evidence  can  be 
admissible  without  a  plea  of  justification.  I  will  receive 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  expression  of  feeling  did  not 
arise  from  any  previous  act  or  combination  of  the  defend- 
ants, but  I  cannot  allow  evidence  to  be  given  in  of  an  in- 
dictable offence  when  the  party  has  no  previous  intimation 
given  him  on  the  subject. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 

Talfotird,  Serjt.,  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendants, 
and  referred  to  the  allegations  in  the  fourth  plea,  and 
argued  that  those  allegations  must,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  be  taken  as  facts  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  his  having  demurred  to  that  plea. 


Shee,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  as  no  issue  is  taken  in  that 
plea,  it  ought  not  to  be  referred  to. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  cannot  prevent  my  brother  Talfourd 
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from  referring  to  the  fourth  plea^  because  that  plea  is  not 
only  set  forth  in  the  Nisi  Frius  record^  but  the  present 
jury  are  to  try  the  issues  found  on  that  record^  and  also 
''  to  inquire  what  damages  the  plaintiff  hath  sustained  on 
occasion  of  the  premises  whereof  the  Court  hath  given 
judgment  for  the  said  plaintiff/'  which  is  on  this  very  plea. 
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Tal/ourdf  Serjt.,  further  addressed  the  jury,  and  con- 
tended that  the  reason  why  the  plaintiff  was  hissed  was 
not  from  any  conspiracy  of  the  defendants,  but  because  the 
feeling  of  the  whole  audience  was  against  him  on  account 
of  the  libellous  character  of  the  articles  in  the  Satirist 
newspaper. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^This  action  is  brought 
against  the  defendants  for  having  conspired  together  in  or- 
der to  prevent  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff  as  an  actor  at 
Covent  Grarden  Theatre ;  and  in  the  declaration,  two  overt 
acts  are  stated,  the  first,  that  the  defendants  hired  a  num« 
ber  of  other  persons  to  engage  in  the  same  design,  and, 
by  their  hissing  and  hooting,  produced  the  effect  intended  by 
themselves  in  the  conspiracy — the  second,  that  the  defend* 
ants  joined  in  the  hooting  themselves.  You  will  say  whe- 
ther upon  the  evidence  you  are  satisfied  that  the  defend- 
ants are  guilty  of  the  conspiracy  charged,  and,  if  you  are, 
what  amount  of  damages  the  plaintiff  has  sustained.  The 
law  on  this  subject  lies  in  a  narrow  compass.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  public  who  go  to  a  theatre  have  the  right  to 
express  their  free  and  unbiassed  opinions  of  the  merits  of 
the  performers  who  appear  upon  the  stage,  and  I  believe 
that  no  persons  are  more  anxious  that  the  public  should 
have  that  right  than  the  actors  themselves,  for  if  it  were 
aid  down  that  persons  who  exercised  their  free  judg- 
ments would  be  subject  to  actions  for  damages,  not  only 
would  it  be  fatal  to  the  actors  on  the  stage,  but  it  would 
prevent  persons  from  frequenting  the  theatre  at  all.  At 
the  same  time  parties  have  no  right  to  go  to  the  theatre 
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^"^"^     *      without  any  judgment  being  formed  on  his  performance. 
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V.  should  be  driven  from  the  stage  by  such  a  scheme,  proba- 

Brunbw^ck.  b^y  concocted  for  an  unworthy  purpose ;  and  therefore  it  is 
only,  if  you  can  see  by  the  evidence  that  has  been  given, 
that  the  two  defendants  had  laid  a  preconcerted  plan  to 
deprive  Mr.  Gregory  of  the  benefits  which  he  expected  to 
result  from  his  appearance  on  the  stage,  that  you  ought  to 
find  a  verdict  against  them.  A  distinction  has  been  taken 
as  to  the  right  of  the  public  to  express  their  feelings  as  to  an 
actor^s  private  character  when  on  the  stage.  It  is  not  ne- 
cessary that  I  should  give  any  opinion  on  that  point,  as  the 
question  here  is,  whether  these  parties  went  to  the  theatre 
according  to  a  scheme  that  had  been  laid  to  prevent  an 
actor  from  appearing.  I,  therefore,  reserve  to  myself  the 
free  exercise  of  my  opinion  on  the  other  point,  and  I  will 
state  it  whenever  it  shall  become  necessary* 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Shee^  and  Byles,  Serjts.,  and  Montagu  Chambers,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  Humfrey  and  Wordsworth,  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

[Attorniea — H,  Wickens,  and  Fallance^'] 


In  the  ensuing  Term,  Shee,  Serjt.,  applied  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  inasmuch  as  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice,  in  his  summing  up,  had  not  directed  the 
jury  that  they  might  find  a  verdict  against  one  defendant 
only,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  a  verdict 
against  evidence.  He  also  applied  for  a  venire  de  Aovo, 
on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  not  assessed  damages 
on  that  part  of  the  record  to  which  the  demurrer  applied. 
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The  Conrt^  after  taking  time  to  consider^  refdsed  the        1843. 
rule  as  to  the  allied  misdirection,  and  as  to  the  venire  de 
novo;  but  granted  a  rule  to  shew  cause^  on  the  ground  v. 

only  of  the  verdict  bdng  against  evidence^  which  was^  after    brukswick. 
argument,  discharged. 


Grboort 


Sitting  in  London  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843. 

BEFORE   MR.  JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


I 


Bedford  v.  Forbes  and  Others. 

SSUE  directed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  under  An  outstanding 
the  stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  s.  1,  to  try  the  right  of  a  nTent^not  rcgU^ 
vendor  to  recover  back  a  deposit  on  the  purchase  of  certain  ^^he^  rowt"' 
real  property  sold  by  auction.  "<>«>»  ©^  ^^c 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  attended  the  auction  vict.  c.  no, 
at  which  the  estate  in  question  was  sold,  and  it  having  svict.'^c.  ii, 
been  knocked  down  to  him,  he  paid  the  deposit  into  the  "•  ^  '"^,.  j' " 

'         *  *  not  a  valid 

hands  of  the  auctioneer,  and  signed  the  usual  contract;  objection  to  the 
and  that  after  that,  an  abstract  of  the  title  having  been  dor  on  the  gale 
sent  to  him,  several  objections  were  made  to  the  title,  one  °  '    ^^' 
of  which  was,  that  there  was  an  outstanding  docketed 
judgment  for  £1500  against  the  vendor;  but  this  judg- 
ment had  not  been  registered  in  pursuance  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  stats.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  sect.  19,  and  2  & 
3  Vict.  c.  11,  ss.  2  and  3.    It  did  not  appear  what  the 
precise  date  of  the  judgment  was,  but  it  was  assumed  by 
the  vendee,  and  not  denied  by  the  vendor,  that  the  date 
was  before  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110  came  into  operation. 
On  this  ground  (with  others)  the  vendee  claimed  to  rescind 
the  contract,  and  demanded  a  return  of  the  deposit  from 
the  auctioneer,  which  being  refused,  the  vendee  brought  an 
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action  against  the  auctioneer  for  money  had  and  received^ 
and  he  having  applied  to  the  Court  under  the  stat.  1  &  2 
Will.  4,  c.  58,  the  present  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried,  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  vendee  was  entitled  to  re- 
scind the  contract,  and  receive  back  his  deposit  (a). 


Cbesswell,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  outstanding  judgment  in  question  was  not  a  valid  ob- 
jection to  the  title,  as  it  had  not  been  registered  in  pur- 
suance of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  which  have  been 
cited. 

There  was  another  objection  to  the  title,  which  turned 
entirely  on  matters  of  fact,  which  were  left  by  his  Lordship 
to  the  jury. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  and  E.  James,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Dowling,  Serjt.,  and  Bramwell,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — James,  and  Teague,'] 


(a)  By  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  8.  13,  it  is  enacted,  that  ^^a 
judgment  already  entered  up  or  to 
be  hereafter  entered  up  against  any 
person  in  any  of  her  Majesty's 
superior  courts  at  Westminster, 
shall  operate  as  a  charge  upon  all 
lands,"  &c. ;  but,  by  sect.  19  of  the 
same  statute,  it  is  provided,  that  no 
such  judgment  shall,  by  virtue  of 
that  act,  afiect  any  lands,  &c.,  until 
it  be  registered  in  the  manner  there- 
in mentioned;  and  by  the  stat.  I  &  2 


Vict.  c.  11,  s.  2,  it  is  enacted,  ^^that 
no  judgment  already  docketed  and 
entered"  under  the  stat  4  &  5  Will. 
&  M.  c.  20,  shall,  upon  the  1st  of 
August,  1841,  affect  any  lands,  &c., 
until  it  is  registered  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  110;  and  by  sect.  3  &  4  of  the 
stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  the  date  of 
the  registering  is  to  be  inserted  in 
the  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  and 
all  judgments  must  be  re-registered 
every  five  years. 
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COURT    OF    EXCHEQUER. 


First  Sitting  in  London  in  Hilary  Term,  1843. 


1843. 


WaITHHAN  v.  ElSEE.  Jan.  19. 

JTxSSUMPSIT  for  money  lent^  with  a  count  upon  an  ac-  a  paper,  si^ied 

count  stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit  int!  wMYn"the 

The  cause  was  undefended,  and  Bramwett,  for  the  plain-  ^°"?'!''Jf  ^S!"  • 

tiff,  offered  in  evidence  an  I.  O.  U.,  signed  by  the  de-  £S6,  to  be  paid 

fendant,  but  not  addressed  to  any  one,  which  was  in  the  hm,  thaTthis 
following  form : — 

"  I.  O.  U.  £85,  to  be  paid  May  5. 
It  was  not  stamped. 


"  Wm.  Elsbb." 


was  a  promis- 
sory note,  aod 
required  a 
stamp. 


RoLFB,  B. — This  is  a  promissory  note.     I  cannot  allow 
it  to  be  read  in  evidence,  as  it  is  unstamped  {a). 

The  I.  O.  U.  was  not  given  in  evidence,  and  other  evi- 
dence was  given. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bramwellj  for  the  plaintiff. 

[Attornica — H^a//er«,  and  Leigh,'] 


{a)  Baron  Bayley  lays  down, 
(Bay.  on  Bills,  ch.  1,  s.  2),  '<No 
particular  words  are  necessary  to 
make  a  bill  or  note,  but  it  must 
be  a  written  order  or  promise, 
which,  from  the  time  of  making  it, 
cannot  be  complied  with  or  per^ 
formed  without  payment  of  money. 
Thus,  an  order  or  promise  to  de- 


liver, or  that  1.  S.  shall  receive 
money,  or  to  be  accountable  or  re- 
sponsible for  it  to  him  or  order  is 
a  good  bill  or  note ;  but  a  mere  ac^ 
knowUdffment  of  a,  dehiytoUhout  any 
promise  to  pay,  is  not  a  bill  or  note." 
See,  also,  the  case  of  Evans  y.PhiU" 
pottSy  9  C.  &  P.  270. 


d2 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


Second  Sittings  in  London  in  Trinity  Term,  1843. 


BEFORE    BARON   PARKE 


Watson  v,  Hetherington. 
Mr.  A^thc        Assumpsit  for  goods  sold,  work  and  labour,  and  on 

pUintifTf  at-  °  '  ' 

torney,  wrote  an  account  Stated. — Pleas,  1st,  as  to  all,  except  16/.  7s.  2d., 
ant,  stating  that  non  assumpsit,  and  as  to  that  sum  a  tender;  2ndly,  to  the 
the^defendant"  ^^^^^  declaration,  payment. — Replication,  denying  the 
to  the  plaintiff    tender  and  the  payment. 

"  must  be  paid 

tome**  on  the  With  respcct  to  the  tender,  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Ashley, 
tender'waT       ^^^  plaintiff's  attorney,  had  written  a  letter  to  the  defend- 

made  on  the         ^^^  ^  foUoWS  :— 
next  day  to  a 
writing  clerk  of 

Mr.  A.,  in  Mr.  "  9,  Shoredttch,  4ith  August,  1842. 

fal'd  t°h^rhe''^°  "  Sir,— I  am  desired  by  Mr.  Harris  Watson  to  apply  to 

the  mone  **m  ^^^  ^^^  payment  of  37/.  7s.  6d.,  and  beg  to  say,  that  the 

Mr.  A.  was  out,  same  must  be  paid  to  me  in  the  course  of  to-morrow. 

and  the  person 

must  wait  till  1  am,  ^IT, 

^.HoV;  "  ^^^  obediently, 

good  tender,  as  «  Hy,  AsHLEY.^' 

not  being  made 
to  a  person  au- 

thorixed  lo  It  was  provcd,  that,  on  the  5th  of  August,  Mr.  Green,  a 

receive  money ; 

but  that,  if  Mr.  clcrk  of  the  dcfcndaut^s  attorney,  went  to  the  office  of  Mr. 
asked*  payment  Ashley  to  make  a  tender  of  16/.  17*.  2d,,  and  that  he 
"  **  ^y  office;*  offered  the  money  to  a  writing  clerk  in  the  office  of  Mr. 

a  tender  to  any  "^  ^ 

person  in  the      Ashlcy,  who  would  not  Tcceive  it,  and  who  said  that  he 

office  who  was  m«-Aii  ii-»«- 

carrying  on  the  could  not  do  SO,  as  Mr.  Ashley  was  out,  and  that  Mr. 
wou?d  w"*     Green  must  wait  till  he  came  in. 

been  sufficient. 

Parke,  B. — ^This  is  not  a  good  tender.  The  cases  go 
to  shew,  that,  where  an  attorney  asks  payment  at  his  office, 
a  tender  to  any  person  who  is  in  the  office  carrying  on  the 
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business  will  do  {a) ;  but  here  the  attorney  writes  asking 
payment  to  himself^  and  the  tender  is  made  to  a  writing 
derk^  who  says  he  cannot  take  the  money  because  Mr. 
Ashley  is  out,  and  the  person  must  wait  till  he  came.  A 
writing  clerk  in  an  attorney's  office  is  not  a  person  gene- 
rally authorized  to  receive  money.  This  tender  was  not 
made  to  a  person  who  had  authority  to  receive  money, 
and  who  was  authorized  to  give  a  discharge  for  money,  the 
attorney  having  written  asking  payment  to  himself. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues, 
damages  37/.  Vs,  Qd. 

Jervis,  E.  James,  and  Hubert  Lucas,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Crowder  and  Davison,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — H,  Ashley ^  and  Tyrrell.'] 


1843. 
Watson 

V. 

Hethering- 

TON. 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Kirton  v, 
Brathwaiie,  1  M.  &  W.  310,  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  before  action 
brought,  wrote  to  the  defendant, 
laying,  that,  unless  the  debt,  to- 
gether with  his  (the  attorney's) 
charge  for  that  letter,  were  paid 
'*at  my  office**  on  the  following 
Wednesday  at  1 2  o'clock,  proceed- 
ings would  be  commenced.  On  the 
Wednesday,  at  10  o'clock,  an  agent 
of  the  defendant  went  to  the  attor- 
ney's office,  and  there  saw  a  boy, 
to  whom  he  tendered  the  amount  of 


the  debt  only.  The  boy,  after  re- 
ferring to  the  letter  book,  refused 
to  accept  it  unless  the  charge  for 
the  letter  were  also  paid.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  writ  was  issued  at 
11  o'clock  on  that  day: — Held, 
(Baron  Parke,  dubitante),  that  this 
was  a  good  tender;  and  Baron  Bo^ 
land  said,  *'  There  is  no  doubt  the 
letter  would  authorize  any  body  in 
the  office  to  receive  the  money."— 
See  also  the  case  of  WUmot  t. 
.SwiM,  3C.&P.453. 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


June  10.  Miller  v.  Keb. 

Where  the  pro-  JLsSUE  directed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  try  whe« 

cease/debtor  ^^^  ^^  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  certain 

^ucs^atcdu^n.  assignations  of  debts  to  John  James  Fraser,  deceased, 

der  the  Scotch  It  was  opened  by  /.  Hendersou,  for  the  plaintiff^  that  the 

Act,  2  &  3  Vict,  plaintiff  was  the  trustee  of  the  sequestrated  estate  of  Mr. 

of  the  trwtee  *  Frascr,  Under  the  Scotch  Bankrupt  Act,  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  41, 

under  the  »e-  ^hc  documents  in  question  having  belone^ed  to  Mr.  Fraser 

questration  is  ^  ^     ^  .  , 

made  out  by  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  took  place  in  London  on 

"  act  and  war-  the  3rd  of  Junc,  1839.     Mr.  Fraser  was  a  writer  to  the 

mannerVrc!  Signet,  who  had  an  office  in  Albany  Street,  Edinburgh, 

icribed  by  the  and.  bv  means  of  a  clerk,  carried  on  business  there,  down 

48th  secUon  of  .  -  ,  .      ,  ,         i    ,  i 

that  statute,       to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had  desks  and  books  there, 

whether  the         ir*         m*  \^   *        "t-j*  a.  j-tj         a. 

property  of  the  ^^  himseli  being  in  bad  circumstances,  and  m  London,  to 
deceased  debtor  ^yoid  his  Creditors.     By  the  4th  section  of  the   Scotch 

was  subject  to  '^ 

Scotch  bank-      Bankrupt  Act,  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  41,  Mr.  Fraser^s  property 

Tupt  laws  or 

not ;  and,  would  be  liable  to  the  Scotch  Bankrupt  Laws  if  he  was  a 

an"a*ct1on**by  *"  deceased  debtor,  (although  not  a  trader),  who,  at  the  time 
such  trustee,       of  j^ig  death.  Carried  on  business  in  Scotland,  and  was  at 

the  defendant  .  . 

cannot,  after  that  time  owner  of  heritable  or  moveable  estates  in  Scot- 
peach  the  trusi  ^^i^^l  >  ^^t  he  submitted,  as  matter  of  law,  that,  upon  proof, 
oniv  mode^of  ^^  *^®  P^  ^^  *^®  plaintiff,  of  a  copy  of  the  act  and  warrant 
doing  80  being  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  as  trustee,  verified  and  authentic 

by  application 

in  the  Scotch  catcd  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  48th  section  of  the 
^Theproperty  *c*>  ^^'^  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action, 
d^bt*^*^^**^  and  that,  after  such  proof,  it  would  not  be  competent  to 
the  time  of  his  the  defendant  to  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  as  trustee. 
or  had  a  dwell-  He  cited  the  case  of  Viscount  Melville  v.  Paterson  {a). 

ing-house,  or 
carried  on  busi- 
ness in  Scotland,  and  was  at  that  time  owner  of  heritable  or  moveable  estates  in  Scotland,  is 
liable  to  the  Scotch  Bankrupt  Act,  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11 ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  deceased 
debtor  should  have  been  a  trader,  and  the  amount  of  his  heritable  or  moveable  estate  in  Scot- 
land at  the  time  of  his  death  is  immaterial. 

(a)  4  Bell  &  Murray,  (Decis.  of  sessed  of  heritable  property  near 

the  Court  of  Session,  New  Ser.),  Dalkeith,  died  in  1841,  and  that 

1311.      In  that  case  it  appeared  his  estates  were  thereafter  seques- 

that  John  Plummer,  who  was  pos-  trated,  in   terms  of  the  bankrupt 
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A  copy  of  the  act  and  warrant,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
as  trustee,  certified  by  one  of  the  Bill  Chamber  clerks,  and 
authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Session,  was  put  in ; 
and  it  was  proved  by  Mr.  Gowan,  an  advocate  at  the  Scotch 
bar  of  twelve  years'  standing,  that,  in  all  the  courts  in  Scot- 
land, this  verified  and  authenticated  copy  of  the  act  and  war- 
rant would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title  as 
trustee,  and  would  be  conclusive  evidence  for  and  against 
all  parties  in  all  suits;  and  it  was  proved  by  a  person  who 
had  been  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Fraser,  that  Mr.  Fraser  had  gone 
to  London  about  a  year  before  his  death,  but  that  he  had 
an  office  in  Albany  Street,  Edinburgh,  in  which  there 
were  books  and  desks,  at  which,  by  means  of  his  clerk,  he 
transacted  business  for  clients,  down  to  the  time  of  his 
death. 

The  whole  of  the  proceedings  in  the  sequestration  of 
Mr.  Eraser's  estate  were  put  in,  some  of  them  being  the 
originals,  and  the  rest  examined  copies. 


1843. 


Parke,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — I  am  of  opinion  that. 


statute.  "  Plummer,  at  bis  death, 
was  feudally  vested  in  the  property. 
The  heritable  property,baving  been 
exposed  to  public  roup  by  the  trus- 
tee, was  purchased  by  the  com- 
plainer,  Lord  Melville,  at  the  price 
of  £3215,  the  trustee  being  bound 
by  the  articles  of  roup  to  grant  the 
purchaser  a  formal  disposition  of 
the  lands,  the  trustee  proposing  to 
convey  the  property  to  Lord  Mel- 
ville as  having  been  invested  in 
himself  vi  statuti.  His  Lordship 
objected,  that  the  title  offered  by 
the  trustee  was  defective,  inasmuch 
as  sections  79  and  87  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  and  other  sections,  referred 
to  sequestrations  of  estates  of  bank- 
rupts which  had  been  sequestrated 
in  their  lifetime,  and  not  to  seques- 
trated estates  of  deceased  debtors; 


and,  on  this  ground,  a  note  of  sus- 
pension as  of  a  threatened  charge 
for  the  price  was  presented  by 
Lord  Melville.  The  Lord  Ordi- 
nary refused  the  note,  but,  in  the 
circumstances,  found  no  expenses 
due  to  either  party.  Lord  Melville 
reclaimed.  But  the  Court,  on  a  view 
of  the  79th  and  87th  sections  by 
themselves,  and  still  more,  taking 
them  in  connexion  with  the  whole 
statute,  had  no  hesitation  in  hold- 
ing  that  they  applied  to  the  seques- 
trated estates  of  deceased  as  well  as 
living  bankrupts,  and  that  Lord 
Melville's  title  from  the  trustee 
would  be  a  perfectly  good  one;  and 
their  Lordships  accordingly  ad- 
hered, finding  additional  expenses 
due." 


40  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

1843.  under  the  48th  section  of  tbe  act,  the  plaintiff  has  made 
out  his  title  by  proof  of  the  act  and  warrant,  and  that  the 
latter  words  of  the  section  are  onljr  cumulative;  and  tkat> 
upon  the  |»'oof  of  the  act  and  warrant,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  in  this  action,  whether  Mr.  Fraser  was  liable  to 
the  Scotch  Bankrupt  Act  or  not.  It  is  not  at  all  required 
by  the  act  that  he  should  have  been  a  trader,  as^  under  the 
4th  section,  it  applies  to  the  estates  of  any  deceased  debtor^, 
who,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  resided,  or  had  a  dwelling- 
house,  or  carried  on  business,  in  Scotland,  and  was  at  the 
time  owner  of  heritable  or  moveable  estates  in  Scotland.  I 
shall,  therefore,  superfluously  leave  it  to  you  to  say  whe- 
ther you  are  satisfied,  first,  that  Mr.  Fraser  is  dead ;  and, 
secondly,  whether,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  he  carried  on 
business  in  Scotland,  and  had  heritable  or  moveable  estate 
in  Scotland.  According  to  the  evidence  of  his  clerk,  Mr. 
Fraser,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  an  office  in  Albany 
Street,  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  carried  on  business 
for  clients ;  and  it  is  also  proved  that,  up  to  that  time,  there 
were  books  and  desks  in  his  office,  which  would  be  moveable 
estate  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  as  the  quantity 
of  moveable  estate  is  immaterial.  I  have  left  these  ques- 
tions to  you,  but  I  think  it  is  pretty  clear  that  no  question 
can  be  raised  in  this  case  against  the  title  of  the  trustee, 
and  that,  if  his  title  were  to  be  disputed,  the  proper  course 
would  be,  to  apply  to  the  Courts  in  Scotland. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Henderson  and  Anderson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
W,  H.  Cooke,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Brundreti  8f  Co.,  and  Elderion  ^  €0,1 
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Stockman  v.  Parr. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff  as  indorsee,  against  the  To  prove  notice 
defendant  as  drawer,  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £53,  dated  fw/Jo/'T'''^ 
the  19th  of  December,  1842,  drawn  by  the  defendant  on  chanffejoT£53, 

'  '  ^  dated  Decern- 

P.  A.  Carter,  payable  three  months  after  date.     Plea,  that  ber  19. 1842, 
the  defendant  "had  not  due  notice  of  the  non-payment  given thatTut- 
of  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  {he  defendant^ 
manner  and  form,*'  &c.,  (concluding  to  the  country).  asking  payment 

.of  53/.  6f .  6<2. 

The  bill  of  exchange  was  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  '*  due  on  your 
it  was  admitted,  that,  if  the  notice  of  dishonour  was  suffi-  «iVdate^i9th 
cient  in  point  of  form,  it  was  given  at  the  proper  time,  as  JRo?i?j!|f]^*"^" 
the  bill,  at  the  time  it  became  due,  was  in  the  hands  of  Heid^  to  be  a 
Messrs.  Jones^  Loyd,  &  Co.,  the  bankers.  of  dishonour, 

The  notice  of  dishonour  was  as  follows :—  filtrumen^Sis- 

honoured  was  a 
hilly  and  not  a 

''  Sir,  "  Baihy  24ith  March,  1843.       note,  and  was 

"We  are  instructed  by  Mr.  Henry  Stockman,  of  this  not 53/. 6*.  6d., 
dty,   to  apply  to  you  for  payment  of  the  under-men-  "^^ed  thaS" 
tioned  sum,  and  to  acquaint  you,  that,  unless  the  same,  to-  ^^ere  was  some 

other  instru- 

gether  with  5^.,  the  costs  of  this  application,  be  paid  at  ment  to  which 
our  office,  on  or  before  Monday  next,  12  o'clock,  legal  pro-  Ippiy^'inV^hat 
ceedings  will  be  commenced  against  you,  to  enforce  pay-  ^^^.  proof  of  ^^e 

ment  thereof,  without  further  application.  such  other  in- 

strument lay  on 

"  We  are  your  obedient  servants,  '^"  defendant. 

"  Batchellor,  Harford,  and  Staunton." 

£    s,     d. 

-rt     fi    fi/  ^^®  ^^  ^^^^  dishonoured  Note,  dated  19th  De- 

l      cember,  last. 
0    5     0    Cost  of  letter. 


53  11     6 


"  Mr.  Thomas  Parr, 
Wroughton,  near  Swindon,  Wilts. 
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1843. 


Pickering,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  this  notice 
is  insufficient.  The  amount  of  this  bill  of  exchange  is 
£5S,  and  not  53/.  Gs,  6d.,  as  stated  in  the  notice;  and^ 
further^  it  is  a  bill  of  exchange^  and  not  a  note. 

Hance,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  notice  does  not  state 
that  the  bill  is  for  53/.  6^.  6d.,  but  that  53/.  6s.  6d.  is 
due  upon  it;  and^  from  the  notary's  ticket  annexed  to 
the  bill^  it  appears  that  the  sum  of  6s»  6d.  is  for  notarial 
charges. 

Parke,  B.,  (to  the  plaintiff's  counsel). — Have  you  any 
evidence  to  shew  that  there  was  no  other  instrument  to 
which  this  notice  can  apply? 

Hance. — I  submit  that  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  an- 
other instrument^  to  which  the  notice  could  apply  lies  on 
the  defendant.  In  the  case  of  Shelton  v.  Brathwaite  [a), 
it  was  held^  that^  where  there  was  more  than  one  bill  to 
which  notice  of  dishonour  might  apply^  it  lay  on  the  de- 
fendant to  shew  that. 

Farke^B. — I  shall  act  upon  that  case^  and  hold  that  it  lies 
upon  the  defendant  to  produce  evidence  that  there  is  some 


(a)  7  M.  &  W.  436.  In  that 
case,  a  bill  of  exchange  having  been 
drawn  upon  A.  B.,  was  accepted 
by  him,  and  was  afterwards  in- 
dorsed by  the  drawer  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  indorsed  it  to  the  Bir- 
mingham and  Midland  Counties 
Bank,  who  indorsed  it  to  a  person 
named  Williams.  The  bill  having 
been  dishonoured  when  due,  Mr. 
Williams  gave  notice  of  it  to  the 
bank,  who  gave  notice  to  the  plain- 
tifis,  one  of  whom  wrote  the  foUow- 


ing  letter  to  the  drawer : — "To  my 
surprise,  I  have  received  an  inti- 
mation from  the  Birmingham  and 
Midland  Counties  Bank,  that  your 
draft  on  A.  B.  is  dishonoured,  and 
I  have  requested  them  to  proceed 
on  the  same."  Held,  that,  if  there 
was  more  than  one  bill  to  which  the 
letter  could  apply,  it  lay  on  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  fact,  in 
order  to  shew  its  uncertainty  : — 
Held,  also,  that  the  letter  was  a 
good  notice  of  dishonour. 
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other  instrument  to  which  the  notice  may  apply.      The         1843. 
date  is  stated  correctly,  and  I  must  presume,  from  the      stockman 
statement  of  the  date,  that  this  notice  refers  to  the  bill        »  ^* 

Paul. 

in  question. 


Pickering, — ^This  is  a  bill  of  exchange,  of  which  the  term 
''note''  is  not  a  sufficient  description.  In  the  case  of 
Stratton  y.  BrathwaUe,  the  word  used  in  the  notice  was 
''  draft,''  which  may  import  either  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
a  note. 

Parke,  B. — I  think,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  other 
instrument  to  which  notice  could  apply,  this  letter  con- 
tains all  that  is  required  by  law,  and  I  shall  direct  the  jury 
accordingly. 

His  Lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hance^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Pickering  and  Hugh  HiU,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Eruor,  and  H,  PhiUips,'] 


On  a  subsequent  day  Hugh  Hill  applied  for  a  new  trial, 
but  the  court  refused  a  rule. 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


Sittings  in  London  after  Trinity  Term^  1843. 

BEFORE  LORD  ABINGER^  C.  B« 


Thurnell  t;.  Sthonds. 

A.  entered  into  A.SSUMPSIT. — The    declaration    contained    common 
ment  wUh^f  to  co^^its  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  paid,  and  on 

let  hini  a  ^j^  account  stated.     Pleas — as  to  the  s'oods  sold  and  de- 

bouse  for  a  ^  ^ 

year,  and  there-  livered,  a  tender;  and  as  to  the  residue,  non  assumpsit, 

that  if  B.  ex-  It  appeared  that,  in  the  month  of  September,  1840,  the 

fnrepairingthe  pi^^n^iff  ^^^  defendant  entered  into  a  written  agreement, 

hoiwc,  and  A.  (which  was  givcu  in  evidence),  by  which  it  was  agreed  that 

end  of  the  year  the  defendant  should  let  and  the  plaintiff  take  the  house  and 

care  for  B.a^^"  premises,  No.  4,  Aldgate,  for  a  year,  from  the  29th  of  Sep- 

h^e^'for^^even  ^^mbcr,  1841,  to  the  29th  of  September,  1842;  and  that,  if 

years,  A.  would  the  plaintiff  should,  during  that  year,  expend  any  money  "in 

repay  to  B. 

half  the  amount  repairing  and  beautifying '^  the  premises,  and  the  defend- 

not  exceeding  ^^^  should  uot,  at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  give  to,  or  pro- 

£40,  within  the  ^^j.^  fQj.^  ^\^q  plaintiff  a  lease  of  the  premises  for  seven  years 

.pended  money  from  that  time,  to  be  prepared  by  the  defendant's  solicitor  at 

had  paid  the  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  would  repay  to 

A°'neUher  *"^  *^®  plaintiff  a  moicty  of  the  sum  expended  by  him  in  re- 

granted  nor  pairing  and  beautifying  the  premises  not  exceeding  £40. 

lease:— HeW,  It  was  proved  that,  between  the  29th  of  September,  1841^ 

not,  on  a  com-  a°d  the  29th  of  September,  1842,  the  plaintiff  had  ex- 

mone^^^'^Sd^re-  P®^^^^  moucy  in  repairing  the  premises,  and  that  he  had 

cover  the  half  paid  the  Workmen  before  the  bringing  of  the  present 

of  the  amount  .  -iii  jiiii 

of  the  repairs      actiou,  and  that  no  lease  had  been  granted  by  the  de- 
men*^  bl!t*fhar  fondant,  or  procured  by  him  for  the  plaintiff. 

the  declaration 

must  be  special.       Whateley  and  WUles,  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the 

present  action  was  wrongly  conceived,  and  that  it  ought  to 
have  been  in  special  assumpsit  on  the  agreement  (a). 

(a)  In  the  case  of  Spencer  v.      a  local  act  of  Parliament,  the  land- 
Parry,  4  N.  &  M.  770,  where,  by      lord  or  receiver  of  rents,  and  not 
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HogginSy  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that,  as  nothing  re- 
mains to  be  done  on  the  agreement,  except  the  mere  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  a  common  count  is  sufficient. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not recover  on  the  common  count  for  money  paid,  as  the 
money  was  never  money  paid  to  the  defendant's  use.    The 

plaintiff  must  be  called. 

Nonsuit. 

Hoggins,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Whateley  and  Willes,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — G,  Cox,  and  Baker."] 


1843. 

TH URN ELL 
V. 

Symonds. 


the  tenant,  is  rendered  liable  to  pay 
the  poors*  rates,  and  by  a  written 
agreement,  a  tenant  agreed  with 
his  landlord  to  pay  the  rent  clear 
of  aU  rates  and  taxes;  and  after 
occupying  for  some  time,  the  te- 
nant quitted,  leaving  the  poors'  rates 
and  land-tax  unpaid;  the  receiver 
of  the  rents  was  compelled  to  pay  the 
rates,  and  the  succeeding  tenant  the 
land-tax,  which  rates  and  land-tax 
were  repaid  to  them  by  the  landlord. 
It  was  held,  that  the  landlord's  re- 
medy against  the  outgoing  tenant 
was  on  the  special  agreement,  and 
that  he  could  not  recover  these  sums 
from  him  as  money  paid  to  the  te- 
nant's use;  and  the  declaration  con- 
taining only   the  common  counts 
for  money  paid,  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, and  on  an  account  stated, 
the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  and  the 
nonsuit  was  afterwards  held  right 
by  the  Coiurt  of  King's  Bench. 
And  in  the  case  of  Lubbock,  Bart,, 
and  otkert  ▼.  Edward  Tribe,  3  M. 
&  W.  607,  where  Lubbock  &  Co., 
being  bankers  of  the  Kellewerris 
Mining  Company,  received,  on  ac- 
count of  that  company,  a  check 


from  the  defendant,  drawn  by  him 
on  the  Bank  of  England,  which 
check  being  lost  by  L.  &  Co.,  the 
defendant,  at  the  request  of  L.  & 
Co.,  wrote  to  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, requesting  them  not  to  pay 
the  check  if  presented,  and  the  de- 
fendant being  afterwards  requested 
by  L.  &  Co.  to  give  them  another 
check  for  the  amount  upon  receiv- 
ing an  indemnity  for  all  loss  which 
he  might  sustain  by  so  doing,  which 
the  defendant  promised  to  do,  and 
the  indemnity  was  accordingly 
sent,  but  the  defendant  wrote  to 
L.  &  Co.  to  say  he  could  not  con- 
veniently send  the  check,  but  he 
would  take  the  earliest  opportunity 
of  handing  them  the  amount.  L. 
&  Co.  were  called  upon  and  ob- 
liged to  pay  the  amount  of  the  last 
check  to  the  Kellewerris  Mining 
Company;  and  it  was  held,  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  an  ac- 
tion by  L.  &  Co.  against  the  de- 
fendant for  money  paid  or  on  an  ac- 
count stated  would  not  lie,  and  that 
the  declaration  should  have  been  a 
special  one  on  the  agreement. 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS 


Rowland  and  Another  v.  Bernes  and  Another. 

In  an  action  L/ASE. — ^The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  did 
for  the^hdr  \n  prepare  and  sell  certain  oil^  called  Rowland's  Macassar  Oil^ 
enlX"^rri^''  in  bottlcs  of  a  particular  make,  having  the  words  '*  Row- 
sembiing  those  land's  Macassar  Oil  for  the  hair,  Hatton  Garden,  London,'' 
the  defendants'  on  them,  which  bottles  were  wrapped  in  envelopes  having 
oif  sold  by'the*  Certain  engravings  on  them ;  that  the  defendants  wrong- 
plaintiffs  was  f^JJy  made  a  large  quantity  of  oil  to  imitate  and  resemble 

prepared  from  "^  01.^^ 

oiiofaninfe-  the  plaintiffs'  oil,  and  sold  it  in  bottles  resembling  those 
and  was  useless  of  the  plaintiffs,  with  the  words  and  letters  '^  Rowland's 
^d  Ihi'J''th"'  Macassar  Oil  for  the  hair,  Hatton  G^,  London,"  on  them, 
plaintiffs  knew    the  bottlcs  being  wrapped  in  envelopes  having  similar  en- 

it|  and  that  the  •      •  /«• 

oil  sold  by  the  gravings  to  thosc  of  the  plaintiffs'. — Plea,  that  the  oil  pre- 

by^reason  there-  parcd  by  the  defendants  was  made  from  oil,  to  wit,  oil  of 

^^noM buying  *^o^^8>  ^f  a  good  and  superior  quality,  and  desirable  for 

the  same.  The  the  purposcs  for  which  it  was  intended  to  be  applied,  and 

plaintiff's  re-  .  .      .  rr         » 

plied  de  iigu-  that  the  oil  which  the  plaintiffs  had  been  accustomed  to 
that,  on  the'se  ^^i  and  did  Sell  in  such  bottles  and  in  such  envelopes  and 
pleading^  the  ^j^h  engravings  as  aforesaid,  was  prepared  from  oil  of  bad 
entitled  to  be-    and  inferior  quality,  and  utterly  useless  and  worthless,  the 

plaintiffs  well  knowing  the  same  to  be  so,  and  that  the  oil 
which  the  plaintiffs  had  been  accustomed  to  sell,  and  did 
sell  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  was  not  such  as  the 
plaintiffs  stated  and  represented  the  same  to  be  in  manner 
and  form  aforesaid;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  oil  which 
the  plaintiffs  had  been  accustomed  to  sell  and  did  sell  in 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  and  the  sale  thereof  by  them 
as  aforesaid,  was,  by  reason  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  a 
gross  fraud  and  imposition  upon  all  persons  buying  the 
same,  and  which  the  said  plaintiffs  at  the  respective  times  of 
selling  the  same  as  aforesaid  well  knew,  (concluding  with 
a  verification).  Replication,  "  that  the  defendants  of  their 
own  wrong,  and  without  the  cause  and  matter  of  excuse 


gm 
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by  them  alleged  in  their  said  plea,  committed  the  griev-         1843. 
ances  in  the  declaration  mentioned  in  manner  and  form/'      Rowland 
&c.,  (concluding  to  the  country).  ^' 

Talfimrd,  Serjt.^  for  the  defendants^  claimed  the  right  to 
begin^  as  the  proof  of  the  whole  of  the  allegations  of  the 
plea  lay  on  the  defendant  (a). 

Thesiger,  for[the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that,  as  the  plaintiff 
sues  for  substantial  damages,  he  ought  to  begin. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^I  think  that  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  begin. 

7!Qr(/at<r£/,Seijt.,forthe  defendant,  opened  the  defendants' 
case,  and  had  called  two  witnesses,  when 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  suggested  that  the  case  should  be 

compromised. 

A  juror  was  withdrawn. 

Thesiger  and  Hayes,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  Humfreyy  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomies — Orchard^  and  H,  Lloyd,'] 


(a)  See  the  case  o{  Stanton  v.  portsin  C.P.,  Trin.  Term,  SCar.  1, 

Paton  and  wife,  poMt,     The  rule  (p.   36),   says,  "  In   evidence  al 

as   to  the  onus  proband!  appears  jury  fuit  dit  per  curiam  que  il  que 

to  have  been  established  as  early  affirm  le  matter  in  issue  doet  pri- 

u  the  reign  of  Charles  the  First,  merment  faire  le  proof  al  jury . " 
u  Lord  Keeper  Littleton^  in  his  re- 
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1843. 


First  Sitting  in  London  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843. 


BEFORE  BARON  ALDER80N. 


iVbf.  8. 

A  defendant 
had  written  a 
letter  to  Mr. 
H.,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney, 
who  stated  in 


Smith  v.  Sleap. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  with  a  count 
upon  an  account  stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  letter  written  by  the  de- 
fendant to  Mr.  Hudson,  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  dated 

evidence  that 

he  had  written  April  4th,  1843,  was  put  in  and  read ;  and  Mr.  Hudson, 
swer  to  h  '""  ^^^  ^^^  Called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  that 
which  he  gave    hg  qu  the  Same  day,  wrote  a  letter  in  answer  to  it,  which 

to  the  defend.  '  /*  » 

ant  at  his  (Mr.  he  gave  to  Mr.  Sleap  himself,  at  his  (Mr.  Hudson's)  office 
the*4th  of         ii^  London,  on  the  4th  of  April,  at  about  noon.     Notice 

April.     This 
letter  of  the  4th 
of  April  being 
called  for  under 
a  notice  to  pro- 
ducci  the  de- 
fendant's coun- 
sel stated  that 
there  was  no 
such  letter,  and 
proposed  to 
shew  by  evi- 
dence that  Mr. 
H.  had  not 
given  his  letter 
to  the  defend- 
ant on  the  4th 
of  April,  at  hia 
ofi&cei  as  stated, 


had  been  given  to  produce  this  letter  of  Mr.  Hudson  to 
the  defendant,  and  on  its  production  being  called  for, 

Jervis,  for  the  defendant,  stated  that  the  defendant  had 
no  such  letter. 

Crowder,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed  to  give  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contract. 

Jervis,  for  the  defendant. — I  propose  to  shew,  by  evi- 


because  the  de-  ^euce,  that  Mr.  Hudsou  did  not  deliver  this  letter  to  Mr. 
fendant  was  at    gie^p  ou  the  4th  of  April ;  and  that,  in  fact,  Mr.  Hudson 

another  place,  *  t       ^  *  ^ 

and  also  because  did  uot  answcr  Mr.  Slcap^s  letter  till  the  6th  of  April,  and 
was  dated  on  that  he  scut  his  auswer  by  post ;  and  I  propose  to  give 
and  wa8*sen?  by  ^^^^  evidence  SO  as  to  exclude  the  parol  evidence  of  the 

post  on  that 

day.  The  Judge 

received  the  evidence  thus  proposed  to  be  given  for  the  defendant  before  allowing  the  plaintiff 

to  go  into  secondary  evidence  of  Mr.  H.'s  letter  of  the  4th  of  April ;  but  held,  that  such  evidence 

was  not  evidence  to  the  jury,  but  to  himself  only,  and  that  any  part  of  it  which  was  written 

evidence  should  not  be  read  by  the  officer  of  the  court,  but  should  be  handed  to  the  Judge 

and  then  shewn  to  the  opposite  counsel. 
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supposed  answer  of  the  4th;  because^  if  I  do  not  give  my         18^3. 
evidence  now^  I  shall  not  be  able  to  exclude  the  secondary 
evidence  proposed  to  be  given  on  the  other  side.    This 
course  was  adopted  in  a  case  before  Baron  Parke  (a). 

Alderson^  B. — I  will  now  hear  any  evidence  you  have 
to  shew  that  Mr.  Hudson  did  not  deliver  his  letter  to  Mr. 
Sleap  on  the  4th  of  April,  as  he  has  stated ;  and  I  must 
decide  on  that  evidence  without  the  jury,  as  I  have  myself 
to  decide  all  questions  whether  secondary  evidence  is  ad- 
missible or  not. 

JerviB,  for  the  defendant,  put  in  a  letter  of  Mr.  Hudson 
to  the  defendant,  dated  the  6th  of  April,  and  sent  through 
the  post-office  on  that  day. 

Mr.  Morris,  the  associate,  began  to  read  this  letter, 
which  commenced,  ''  In  answer  to  your  letter  of  the  4th 
instant.^' 

Crowder. — ^This  letter  should  not  be  read  in  the  hearing 
of  the  jury. 

Alderson,  B. — ^As  I  alone  have  to  decide  upon  it,  I 
think  it  should  be  handed  to  me,  and  then  shewn  to  Mr. 
Crowder. 

This  was  done,  and  Jervis,  for  the  defendant,  called  two 
witnesses,  with  a  view  of  shewing  that  the  defendant  was 
at  the  magistrates^  meeting,  at  Brentford,  on  the  4th  of 
April;  but  they  stated,  that  the  meeting  began  at  noon. 


(a)  As  to  the  law  and  practice  see  the  cases  of  Rex  ▼.  Huckt,  1 

in  criminal  cases  respecting  the  re-  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  521 ;  Rex  v.  Swat^ 

ception  in  evidence  of  declarations  kins,  4  C.  &  P.  548 ;  and  Rex  ▼. 

in  artictdo  mortis,  and  confessions,  SpUshwyy  7  C.  &  P.  187. 

TOL.  I.  E 
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1843.         and  they  were  uncertain  as  to  the  precise  time  at  which 
they  saw  the  defendant. 


Smith 

V, 

Slkap. 


Mr.  Hudson^  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  learned 
Baron^  stated  that  he  wrote  two  answers  to  the  defendant's 
letter  of  the  4th  of  Aprils  one  of  which  he  gave  into  the 
defendant's  own  hand  on  the  4th^  and  the  other  he  sent 
by  post  on  the  6th. 

Alderson^  B. — I  shall  receive  secondary  evidence  of 
the  contents  of  Mr.  Hudson's  letter  of  the  4th  of  April. 

Mr.  Hudson  gave  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
letter. 

Nonsuit^  with  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cfrowder,  and  Taprell,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Jervis,  and  Bramtoell,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — T.  B.  Hudsony  and  Sleap,"^ 


On  a  subsequent  day^  Crowder  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside^  and  a  ver- 
dict entered  for  the  plaintiff^  which  rule  was  after  argu- 
ment made  absolute;  but  the  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge 
as  to  the  point  above  reported  was  not  questioned. 
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Third  Sitting  at  Westminster  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1843. 


BEFORE    BARON    ALDERSON. 


YOUNGB  V.  HONNER.  Nov.  22. 

jnLSSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff^  as  indorsee^  against  the  if  a  witness, 

defendant^  as  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange^  dated  the  2nd  disprove  the 

day  of  October,  1840,  drawn  by  Henry  Younge  for  £40,pay.  Sdant'o'an 

able  three  months  after  date  to  the  order  of  the  drawer,  acceptance, 

states  that  he 

and  by  him  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.     Pleas,  first,  that  the  believes  the 
defendant  did  not  accept  the  bill ;  and,  secondly,  thtft  the  th^^of  the  de- 
drawer  did  not  indorse  it  to  the  plaintiff.  Svf  ^!1''J!"? 

'  gives,  as  nis  rea- 

The  acceptance  on  the  bill  of  exchange  was  '^Accepted,  "o"  ^°^  ^*»*^  ^e- 

^  ^  ^       '   lief,  the  absence 

Bobert  Honner.^'  or  presence  of 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  five  witnesses  were  called,  ^iu^g^which  he 
who  deposed  to  their  belief  that  the  acceptance  was  of  the  •*y*  ^?  f  i;  ^° 

*  *  not  exist  m  the 

handwriting  of  the  defendant;  and  on  the  part  of  the  de-  genuine  signa- 

t»      1  !•  Ti-ii-j  "It*      tures  of  the  de- 

fendant, several  Witnesses  were  called,  who  deposed  to  their  fendant,  the 

belief  that  it  was  not  so ;  and  one  of  them  stated  that  he  gei^may^p^uT"' 
had  never  seen  a  sis'nature  of  the  defendant  written  >ntohishanda 

*=*  ^  paper  uncon- 

''  Bobert  Honner,^'  as  the  defendant  always  signed  his  nected  with  the 

tt-n    -nr    tt  m  cause,  and  ask 

name  "  E.  W .  Honner/'  if,  in  his  opin- 

ion, that  con- 
tains a  genuine 

F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  cross-examining  this  wit-  'je^^aantfa'^^^^^ 
ness,  put  into  his  hand  a  paper,  not  at  all  connected  with  if  h*  »n»''«^ »" 

^  the  afnnnative, 

the  cause,  which  bore  the  signature  "  Robert  Honner,    he  may  then  be 
and  asked  the  witness  if  he  believed  that  to  be  written  by  j^^  signature  in 

this  paper, 
which  you  say 
is  genuine,  contain  the  same  peculiarities,  or  want  the  same  peculiarities,  (as  the  case  may  be), 
which  you  have  before  stated  as  your  reasons  that  the  signature  in  dispute  is  not  genuine  ?" 
And,  semble,  that,  if  the  witness  says  it  does  not,  it  would  be  competent  to  lay  that  paper  before 
the  jary  that  they  might  judge  of  that  answer. 

e2 
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1843.         the  defendant^  and  the  witness  said  that  he  believed  that 
YouNGB       it  was  so. 


V, 
HONNXR. 


F.  V.  Lee  proposed  to  ask  the  witness  whether^  looking 
at  that  paper,  he  would  now  say  that  he  had  never  seen  a 
genuine  signature  of  the  defendant  without  the  initials 
R.W. 

Thesiger,  for  the  defendant. — ^I  submit  that  it  is  not 
competent  to  the  other  side  to  test  the  knowledge  of  the 
witness  by  means  of  another  and  a  genuine  instrument 
which  is  not  in  evidence  in  the  cause.  In  the  case  of 
GriffUhs  v.  Ivory  {a),  where,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  it 
was  proposed  to  test  the  veracity  of  a  witness  by  putting 
into  his  hand  a  paper  not  connected  with  the  cause,  and 
asking  him  whether  that  was  of  the  defendant's  hand- 
writing, the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  it  could  not 
be  done. 

Alderson,  B.—  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  competent  to 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  test  the  knowledge  of  the 
witness,  or  rather  the  value  of  the  belief  of  the  witness,  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature,  which  is  in  question; 
but  I  will  confer  with  the  other  learned  Barons  on  the 
point.  [His  Lordship,  having  gone  into  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, which  was  sitting  in  Banco,  said:]  Neither  Lord 
AbingeTy  nor  Baron  Parke,  entertain  any  doubt  upon  the 
point.  I  shall,  therefore,  as  that  opinion  coincides  with 
my  own,  receive  the  evidence,  and  allow  the  question  to 
be  put. 

Humfrey,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  hope  that  your  Lordship 
will  favour  the  bar  with  the  grounds  of  the  decision,  as  it 

(a)  3  P.  &  D.  179. 
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appears  to  be  in  direct  oppoeition  to  that  of  the  Court  of         1843. 
Queen^s  Bench  in  the  case  of  Griffiths  ▼.  Ivory. 

Alderson^  B. — Certainly.  The  question  before  the 
court  is^  whether^  after  a  witness  has  sworn  that  he  does 
not  believe  a  certain  signature  to  be  that  of  the  defendant, 
and  has  given  as  his  reason  for  that  belief^  the  absence  or 
presence  of  certain  peculiarities^  which  he  says  do  or  do 
not  exist  in  the  genuine  signatures  of  the  defendant^  it  is 
not  competent  in  cross-examination  to  put  another  paper 
into  his  hands^  and^  having  done  so^  then  to  ask  him  if  that 
paper^  in  his  opinion^  contains  a  genuine  signature.  If 
the  witness  says  that  it  does  not^  then  there  must  be  an 
end  to  this  course  of  examination  as  to  him^  and  to  that 
extent  I  concur  with  the  case  cited;  but^  if  he  says  it  is^  then 
I  think  that  it  is  a  very  reasonable  mode  of  testing  the 
value  of  his  opinion^  to  put  this  further  question :  ''  Does 
the  signature  in  this  paper^  which  you  say  is  genuine,  con- 
tain the  same  peculiarities,  or  want  the  same  peculiarities 
(as  the  case  may  be),  which  you  have  before  stated  as  your 
reasons  that  the  signature  in  dispute  is  not  genuine  V*  If 
the  witness  says  it  does  not,  then  probably  it  would  be 
competent  to  lay  the  paper  before  the  jury,  that  they  might 
judge  of  that  answer.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me,  however, 
to  decide  that  now ;  but  if,  as  is  probable,  he  admits  that 
it  does,  and  gives  no  good  explanation  of  that  difficulty, 
then  surely  it  proves  that  the  opinion  of  the  witness  upon 
the  matter  is  not  of  much  value,  which  is  the  thing  to  be 
judged  of  by  the  jury  in  deciding  upon  the  issue.  In  these 
questions  of  handwriting,  depending  on  opinion  and  belief, 
in  which  it  is  not  possible  to  contradict  the  witness  directly, 
because  his  belief  and  opinion  are  matters  only  within  his 
own  breast,  it  seems  to  me  that  any  reasonable  course  of 
examination,  tending  to  shew,  as  this  does,  that  his  opinion 
and  belief  are  rash  and  inconsiderate,  ought  to  be  allowed. 
It  is  observable  that  our  decision  is  not  open  to  the  diffi^ 
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JB43^  cultj  suggested  in  GrifiihM  t.  Ivmj,  thjit  a  question  would 
be  nised  on  every  paper  prodooed  as  to  its  genuineness. 
I  may  add,  that  since  consulting  the  court,  I  have  received 
a  note  from  the  other  two  Judgesi,  Mr.  Baron  Gwmey  and 
Mr.  Baron  Bolfe,  entirely  concurring  with  this  view.  The 
judgment,  therefore,  that  the  question  should  be  put,  is 
that  of  the  whole  court,  though  I  am  alone  responsible  for 
the  reasons  now  assigned  for  it. 

The  question  was  put. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  issue  (a). 

Humfrey^  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Thesi^^er,  Buit,  and  Clarktom,  for  the  defendant. 

lAilonn»^CkaMmaer  ^  W^  and  Lewia  ^  X.] 
(a)  On  the  secood  issue  no  question  of  Uw  arose. 
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OXFORD  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  1843. 


BEFORE    MB.  fUSTICE    ERSKINE    AND    MR.   JUSTICE 

WIOHTMAN. 


READING  ASSIZES. 
{GvU  Side.) 

BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    ERSKINE. 


Reoina  V.  The  Inhabitants   of  the  Parish  of 

Stbventon. 

INDICTMENT  for  not  repairing  a  highway. — ^The  in-  An  indictment 
dictment  charged,  "  that,  before  and  on  the  day  and  year,  o7a°highwa^'^ 
and  during  all  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  there  was,  »tated,  that 

,  there  was  a 

and  still  is,  a  certain  common  and  ancient  Queen's  highway.  Queen's  high- 

WAV  for  cflrri 

leading  from  the  town  of  Abingdon,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  ages,  &c. 
towards  and  unto  the  village  of  East  Hendred,  in  the  same  "J««<*'"k  ^jom 

^      •'  '  the  town  of  A. 

county,"  used  by  and  for  all  the  subjects  of  Her  Majesty  »"  the  county  of 
and  her  predecessors,  with  their  horses,  coaches,  &c.,  to  and  unto  the 
go,  return,  &c.,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure ;  and  that  a  JJJ  thesBune 
certain  part  of  the  same  Queen's  common  highway,  situate,  ^^""^y'''  *  P*"^ 

^  ^        ^  ^         J'  ^    of  which  was 

lying,  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Steventon,  extending  from  out  of  repair, 
the  west-north-west  end  of  a  certain  lane,  &c.,  [describing  road  charged  to 
it],  now  and  yet  is  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  inhabitants  Jiras^'aVortTon'lf 
of  the  parish  of  Steventon  ought  to  have  repaired  it.  *  i»"«  ^ajied  f. 

*^  lane;  and  It  was 

Plea — Not  Guilty.  proved  that,  to 

go  from  the 
town  of  A.  to 
the  village  of  E. 
with  a  carriage,  a  person  must  go  four  miles  along  the  C.  Turnpike  road,  then  all  along  F.  lane, 
and  then  cross  the  W.  turnpike  road,  and  for  a  short  distance  go  along  «  road  which  goes 
from  the  W.  turnpike  road  to  the  village  of  E. : — Jffild,  that  the  road  was  not  misdcscribed. 
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1843. 


Reoina 

V, 


It  appeared  that  the  portion  of  road  which  was  charged 
by  the  present  indictment  as  being  out  of  repair  was  a 
part  of  a  lane  called  Featherbed  Lane,  which  is  repre- 


Inhabitanti  of 

Stbventon.    sented  in  the  sketch  by  the  dotted  lines. 
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It  was  further  proved^  on  the  cross-examination  of  Mr. 
Davis,  a  surveyor,  who  was  called  for  the  prosecution,  that, 
to  go  from  Abingdon  to  East  Hcndred,  through  Feather- 
bed Lane,  with  a  carriage,  a  person  would  go  from  Abing- 
don along  the  Chilton  turnpike  road  for  a  distance  of  about 
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four  miles,  and  then  go  into  and  along  Featherbed  Lane,         1843. 
and  then  cross  the  Wantage  turnpike  road,  and  then  go       reoina 
for  a  short  distance  along  a  road  which  goes  from  the   ,  ,  ^,'''      ^ 

°  "  Inhabitant!  of 

Wantage  turnpike  road  to  the  village  of  East  Hendred.    Stsvbmtom. 
This  witness  also  stated,  that  the  sketch  correctly  shewed 
the  situation  of  the  different  roads. 

Carrington^  for  the  defendants. — I  submit  that  this  road 
is  improperly  described.  It  is  described  as  being  a  part  of 
a  Queen^s  highway  leading  from  Abingdon  to  East  Hen- 
dred,  whereas,  in  going  from  Abingdon  to  East  Hendred, 
a  person  must  not  only  go  along  this  road,  which  is  a  lane, 
but  must  also  go  four  miles  along  the  Chilton  turnpike 
road,  cross  the  Wantage  turnpike  road,  and  then  go  along 
another  road  from  the  Wantage  turnpike  road  to  East 
Hendred.  This  road,  which  has  been  called  Featherbed 
Lane,  ought  to  have  been  described  as  a  highway  leading 
from  the  Chilton  turnpike  road  to  the  Wantage  turn- 
pike road ;  and  it  was  held,  in  the  case  of  R.  v.  St.  Weo- 
narcPs  (a),  that,  if  the  road  is  misdescribed,  the  indictment 
must  fail. 

Erskixe,  J. — That  case  is  very  different  from  the  pre- 
sent, as  there  a  part  of  the  road  which  wa^  a  carriage  way 
was  described  as  a  bridle  way. 

Carrington. — If  the  description  in  the  present  indict- 
ment is  sufficient,  a  road  may  be  described  by  termini 
however  wide;  and  a  road  in  Berkshire,  running  east  and 
west,  might  be  described  as  part  of  a  road  leading  from 
Dover  to  the  Land's  End. 

Erskine,  J. — 1  think  that  the  description  of  the  road 
is  sufficient.     It  is  not  incorrect,  as  by  this  way  a  person 

{a)  6  C.  &  P.  582. 
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1843.         would  go  from  Abingdon  to  East  Hendred;  indeed^  on  the 

^[^^^      sketch  it  appears  to  be  the  nearest  way  for  a  carriage  to 

*     .  ^'       .go  from  the  one  place  to  the  other:  and  a  road  is  not  the 

Inhabitant!  of     ®  ^  -  .    .  . 

Stsybmton.    less  a  highway  because  part  of  it  is  turnpike  road. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Godson,  and  John  Gray,  for  the  prosecution. 
Carrington,  for  the  defendants. 


[Attomiea — /.  Ormond,  and  Frankum  ^  BartieU.^ 


In  the  ensuing  term  Carrington  applied  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  a  new  trials  but  the  Court  refused  a 
rule. 


Begina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Milton. 

On  the  trial  of  INDICTMENT  for  non-repair  of  a  highway.— The  in- 

an  indictment  j«  ^  x  •  •     i      ^^i  >•  a-i     ^  •      At 

for  the  non-  oictmeut  was  lu  precisely  the  same  form  as  that  m  the 

repair  of  a  high-  preceding  case,  and  was  preferred  for  the  non-repair  of 

way,  a  map  xr  o  7  r  r 

of  the  parish,  another  portion  of  the  same  lane  which  was  the  subject  of 

produced  from 

the  parish  chest,  the  indictment  in  the  preceding  case. 

made  under^"        ^^  *^®  P*^^  ^^  *^®  defendant,  with  a  view  of  shewing 

inciosure  act,  ^^^it  the  road  in  question  was  not  situate  in  the  parish  of 

(which  was  a  *  * 

private  act,  not  Miltou,  Beadon,  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  put  in  a 

map  of  that  parish,  which  was  produced  from  the  parish 


chest. 


receivable  in 
evidence  to 
shew  the  bound 
aries  of  the  pa- 
rish, without 

proof  of  the  inciosure  act;  but  it  being  proved  by  the  surveyor  who  made  the  map  thiry-fonr  years 
before  the  trial,  that  he  laid  down  the  boundaries  of  the  parish  from  the  information  of  an  old  man, 
then  about  sixty,  who  went  round  and  shewed  them  to  him : — Heldf  that,  on  this  proof,  the  map 
would  have  been  receivable  as  evidence  of  reputation,  if  it  had  been  also  proved  that  the  old  man 
was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  but  that  it  was  not  receivable  at  all  without  proof  of  his  death. 
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Crodson,  for  the  prosecution. — A  map  from  the  parish 
diest  cannot  be  evidence  in  favour  of  the  parish. 

TyrwkUt,  for  the  defendants. — This  map  was  made  un- 
der the  private  act  of  Parliament  (a)  by  which  this  parish 
was  inclosed.  I  am  not  in  a  condition  to  give  the  act  of 
Parliament  in  evidence^  as  it  is  strictly  a  private  act^  and 
does  not  contain  any  clause^  either  that  it  shall  be  ju- 
dicially noticed^  or  that  copies  printed  by  the  Eang's 
printer  shall  be  received  in  evidence  {b). 


1843. 

Reoina 

V. 

Inhabitants  of 
Milton. 


(a)  49    Geo.  3,   c.  64.      (not 
printed). 

(5)  A  private  ttatate,  which  does 
not  contain  any  clause  directing  how 
it  shall  be  proved,  is  usually  proved 
by  an  examined  copy  of  the  Par- 
liament roll,  but  it  may  be  also 
proved  by  an  exemplification  under 
the  great  seal ;  and  it  is  laid  down 
by  the  Chief  Baron  GUhert^  (Gilb. 
on  Ev.  10),  that,  "  in  private  acts, 
the  printed  statute  book  is  not  evi- 
dence,  though    reduced  into  the 
same  volume  with  the  general  sta- 
totei,  but  the  party  ought  to  have  a 
copy  compared  with  the  Parliament 
roll;'*   but   in  the  case  of  Rea  v. 
SkmWt  12  £a.  479,  where,  on  an  ap- 
peal against  a  rate  made  under  the 
Wakefield  Inclosure  Act  [a  private 
act  of  Parliament,  33  Geo.  3,  c.  1 1], 
the  respondent  appearing  to  an- 
swer  the   appeal,  and  admitting, 
when  called  upon  by  the  sessions, 
that  he  had  made  the  rate  by  virtue 
of  this  act  of  Parliament,  a  printed 
copy  of  which  in  the  common  form 
was  produced  by  the  appellants, 
and  the  sessions  having  thereupon 
entered  into  the  merits  of  the  ap- 
peal, and  decided  upon  them,  not- 
withstanding an  objection  made  by 
the  respondent  that  the  appellants 
liad  not  given  legal  evidence  of  the 


jurisdiction  of  the  sessions  to  receive 
their  appeal,  for  want  of  proof  of  the 
printed  copy  of  the  act  having  been 
examined  with  the  rolls  of  Parlia- 
ment, the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
refused  to  quash  the  order  of  ses- 
sions, which  was  removed  by  cer- 
tiorari, and    Lord    Ellenhoroughj 
C.  J.,  said,  "  In  a  case  like  this,  the 
sessions  did  right  in  calling  upon 
both  parties  to  say  whether  they 
claimed  to  act  under  the  same  act 
of  Parliament,  and  if  the  respond- 
ent admitted  that  he  made  the  rate 
under  the  act  which  was  produced, 
it  is  in  derogation  of  justice,  and  a 
disgrace  to  the   administration  of 
the  law,  to  take  such  an  objection." 
With  respect  to  what  are  private 
acts  of   Parliament,    Lord   Chief 
Baron  Gilbert  lays  down  (Gilb.  on 
£v.  39),  that  "  the  distinction  be- 
tween a  general  and  a  particular 
law  is,  whatever  concerns  the  king- 
dom in  general  is  a  general  law,  and 
whatever  concerns  a  particular  spe- 
cies of  men,  or  some  individuals,  is 
a  special  law,  and  must  be  pleaded ; 
a  law  which  concerns  the  king  is  a 
general  law."     "  A  law  that  con- 
cerns all  lords  is  a  general  law;*' 
**  but  a  law  which  only  concerns  the 
nobility  or  lords  temporal  is  a  par- 
ticular law;"  ''what  relates  to  M 
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Erskine^  J. — I  cannot  receive  this  map  in  evidence. 
On  the  South  Wales  Circuit  I  received  in  evidence  a  map 


Milton. 


Regina 

V. 

^^^^}^^  ^  o®c^8  '^^  general  is  a  general  law  ;** 
"  but  if  it  relates  to  particular  per- 
sons, as  to  sheriffs,  it  is  a  particular 
law,  as  the  23  H.  6,  c.  10."  [See 
the  case  of  Samuel  v.  Evans^  cited 
tn/ro,  as  to  this  statute  which  re- 
lates to  bail  bonds.]  "  What  relates 
to  all  spiritual  persons  is  a  general 
law;"  <<  but  what  relates  to  one  set 
of  persons  is  particular,  as  the  act 
of  1  Eliz.  of  bishops'  leases.  An  act 
that  comprehends  all  trades  is  ge- 
neral, because  it  relates  to  traffic  in 
general;  but  an  act  that  relates 
only  to  grocers  and  butchers,  &c.,  is 
particular.  If  the  point  of  law  be 
never  so  special,  yet,  if  it  relates 
equally  to  all,  it  is  a  general  law; 
but  a  law  relating  to  some  counties 
or  parishes  is  special." 

Mr.  Starkie  (Lawof  Ev.  Vol.  1, 
p.  231,  n.  (c)  )  says,  that  "if  a  pri- 
vate statute  be  recognised  by  a  pub- 
lic act,  it  will  afterwards  be  judi- 
cially noticed,  as  the  statute  of  bail 
bonds,  23  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  which  at 
all  events  became  a  public  statute 
when  the  statute  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16, 
8.  20,  made  the  bond  assignable." 
Samuel  v.  Evaru^  2  T.  R.  575.  And 
it  is  said  by  the  same  learned  au- 
thor, (Id.  p.  231),  that,  "  where  a 
statute  is  not  in  express  terms  made 
a  public  statute,  it  is  still  such,  with 
a  view  to  evidence,  if  it  be  of  a  ge- 
neral and  public  nature,  affecting 
all  the  king^B  subjects ;  and  therefore 
it  has  been  ruled  at  the  Assizes  (by 
Mr.  Justice  Chambre)  that  a  statute, 
as  far  as  it  related  to  a  public  high- 
way, was  to  be  considered  as  a  pub- 
lic statute.'*  **  But  a  private  act, 
that  concerned  Rochester  Bridge, 
though  printed  by  Rastal,  wasnot  al- 


lowed in  evidence.  (  L.  E.  89,  pi.  1 4, 
tam  qu.)  A  private  inclosure  act, 
containing  clauses  respecting  pub- 
lic highwa3r8,  is  as  to  those  clauses 
a  public  act.  (R,  v.  Utterhy,  Lincoln 
Sp.  Ass.  1828).  L.  C.  B.  Parker 
permitted  the  printed  statute  con- 
cerning the  College  of  Physicians 
to  be  read  from  the  printed  statute 
book,  printed  by  the  king's  printer. 
(Gilb.  on  Ev.  10,  13).  A  very 
learned  opinion,  given  by  Mr, 
Justice  Holroyd  when  at  the  bar, 
that  an  act  of  Parliament,  although 
in  other  respects  private,  is,  as  re- 
gards a  public  highway,  to  which 
it  refers,  to  be  considered  a  public 
act,  has,  in  many  instances,  been 
acted  upon  by  magistrates  at  the 
sessions.  In  a  late  case,  R.  v. 
Stonebeckupf  York  Summer  Asi. 
1839,  on  an  indictment  for  ob- 
structing a  public  way.  Baron 
Maule  received  an  award  under  a 
local  inclosure  act,  in  evidence  so 
far  as  regarded  a  public  highway  set 
out  under  the  award."  "  It  is  said, 
that  the  act  of  Bedford  Levels,  and 
that  for  rebuilding  Tiverton,  are, 
from  the  publicity  of  the  subject 
matter,  public  acts,  and  that  a 
printed  copy  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. (B.  N.  P.  225,  per  Holt^ 
C.  J.,  12  Mod.  216).  On  the  odier 
hand,  an  act  of  Parliament,  private 
in  its  nature,  is  not  made  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  against  strangers  by 
the  general  clause  declaring  it  a 
public  act,  which  only  applies  to 
the  forms  of  pleading,  and  does  not 
vary  the  general  nature  and  opera- 
tion of  the  act.  A  power  in  an  act 
to  levy  tolls  on  all  persons  using  a 
particular  navigation  is  not  suffi- 
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irhich  was  about  thirty  years  old ;  it  was  produced  from 
the  Clerk  of  the  Peace's  office,  and  I  received  it  without 
the  private  act  of  Parliament  (an  inclosure  act)  being  put 
in,  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that,  without  the 
private  act  of  Parliament,  it  was  not  even  evidence  of 
reputation. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Dymoke,  that,  in  the  year  1809, 
he  went  over  the  parish  of  Milton  to  make  this  map  for 


1843. 

Rboina 

9. 

Inhabitants  of 
Milton. 


cieot  to  make  it  a  public  act  as 
against  fltrangers.  (Brettv.Bealety 
M.  &  M.  417)." 

It  is  stated  by  Mr.  Phillipps,  in 
some  of  the  earlier  editions  of  his 
Law  of  £v.  part  2,  ch.  1,  that  ''this 
distinction  between  public  and  pri- 
vate acts  is  not  applied  in  collec- 
tions of  the  English  statutes  at 
large  to  any  statutes  previous  to 
those  of  Richard  the  Third.  From 
that  period  the  distinction  com- 
mences in  the  several  tables  pre- 
fixed to  the  respective  collections;'* 
but  it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Raithby,  in 
his  edition  of  the  statutes,  in  his 
preliminary  observations  on  the 
statutes  of  the  reign  of  Richard  the 
Third,  (Vol.  2,  p.  688),  that  *«  two 
errors  have  generally  prevailed  re- 
electing the  statutes  of  this  reign ; 
first,  that  they  afibrd  the  earliest  in- 
stances of  the  distinction  between 
public  and  private  acts ;  and  se- 
condly, that  they  were  originally 
published  in  English.  It  will  ap- 
pear, by  a  reference  to  the  series 
of  notes  given  in  this  edition  at  the 
head  of  the  several  years,  that  many 
acts  were  made  in  every  Parliament, 
firom  the  time  of  Edward  1,  which 
related  merely  to  individuals,  and 
many  even  of  a  public  nature,  not 
contained  in  the  statutes  as  pro- 


claimed or  published.  The  statutes 
of  King  Richard  3  were  printed  and 
published  in  French  immediately 
after  their  being  passed."    And  it 
is  stated  by  the  Commissioners  on 
Public  Records  (App.  to  1st  Rep.) 
that,  "  in  the  Slst  year  of  Henry  8, 
the  distinction  between  public  acts 
and  private  acts  is,  for  the  first 
time,  specifically  stated  on  the  in- 
rolment  in  Chancery."  As  to  those 
local  and  personal  acts  of  Parliament 
which  are  to  be  judicially  noticed, 
see  the  case  of  Forman  v.  DaweSy 
Car.  &  M.  127 ;  and  as  to  the  proof 
of  private  acts  of  Parliament,  of 
which  copies,  printed  by  the  King's 
printer,  may  be  given  in  evidence, 
see  the  case  of  Greswold  v.  Kempy 
Id.    635.       As    to    limitation   of 
actions,  and  costs  under  ''  any  act 
or    acts   commonly  called    public 
local  and  personal  or  local  and 
personal; "  or  ''any  act  or  acts  of 
a  local  and  personal  nature,"  and 
as  to  the  abolition  of  the  pleading 
of  the  general  issue,  and  the  giving 
special  matter  in  evidence  under 
such  acts,  see  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  97.    And  as  to  notices  of  action 
being  given,  in  all  cases,  where  re- 
quired, ''one  calendar  month,  at 
least,  before  any  action  shall  be  com- 
menced," see  the  same  stat.,  sect.  4. 
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1843.  the  inclosure;  and  that  an  old  man  went  round  with  him, 

Rkoina  ^^^  shewed  him  the  boundaries  of  the  parish;  and  that, 

Inhabitonts  f  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  man's  information,  he  laid  down  the  bound- 

MiLTON.  aries  on  the  map. 

Godson. — I  submit  that  this  is  not  evidence. 

Erskine,  J. — If  the  old  man  is  dead,  I  shall  receive  the 
evidence  as  evidence  of  reputation. 

Tyrwhitt. — We  cannot  give  distinct  evidence  that  the 
old  man  is  dead,  as  it  is  not  now  known  who  he  was.  We 
can  only  shew  that  he  was  an  old  man  in  the  year  1809. 

Mr.  Dymoke  stated,  that  the  old  man  appeared,  in  the 
year  1809,  to  be  about  60. 

Erskine,  J. — I  think  that,  on  this  evidence,  I  cannot 
hold  that  the  old  man  may  not  be  living,  and,  if  he  be,  the 
proposed  evidence  of  reputation  is  not  receivable. 


The  evidence  was  rejected. 


Verdict — Guilty. 


Godson,  and  John  Gray,  for  the  prosecution. 

Tyrtvhitt,  and  F.  V.  Lee,  eLui-Beadon,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — J,  Ormond,  and  Badcock,^ 


Feb.  26th.  Beoina  V.  Lawes  and  James. 

An  indictment  MiSDEMEANOB.— The  indictment  charged  that  the 
mean"!  which  prisoncrs,  "ou  the  22nd  day  of  August,  1842,  with  force 
charges  that  the  ^j^  arms,  at  the  parish  of  Moulsford,  in  the  county  afore- 

prisoner  unlaw-  *  /.T*."iTTfc 

fully  hroke         said,  the  dwelling-housc  of  Bichard  Parsons,  there  situate, 

and  entered  the 

dwelling  house 

of  R.  P.,  "  with  intent  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  dwelling  house,  then  and  there  being, 

then  and  there  feloniously  to  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,'*  it  good,  although  it  does  not  state 

whose  goods  the  prisoner  intended  to  steal. 
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unlawfiilly  did  break  and  enter,  and  then  and  there  unlaw-  1843. 
fully  were  in  the  said  dwelling-house  of  the  said  Richard 
Parsons^  with  intent  the  goods  and  chattels^  in  the  said 
dwelling-house  then  and  there  being,  then  and  there  fe- 
loniously to  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  the  peace,'' 
&c. 

The  prisoners  were  convicted,  and  it  was  objected  by 
IMce,  for  the  prisoners,  that  the  indictment  was  bad,  as  it 
did  not  state  whose  goods  the  prisoners  intended  to  steal. 

Ebskine,  J.,  (having  conferred  with  Wightman^  J.) — 
My  brother  WigJUman  concurs  with  me  in  thinking  that 
the  indictment  is  sufiGicient. 

/.  Jefferys  WUlianu,  for  the  prosecution. 
PrtcCy  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attorniea — Chace,  and  Slocombe,'] 


E 


Beoina  v.  William  Creed.  Feb.  26th, 

MBEZZLEMENT.— The  first  count  of  the  indictment  If  a  person, 
charged,  that  the  prisoner,  being  a  servant  of  "  The  Read-  JJ  to'receivV 
ing  Waterworks  Company,''  had  embezzled  the  sum  of  "^",7^^'^*)!" 
8*.  (a)     The  second  and  third  counts  charged  the  prisoner  ceive  money 

and  render  a 
true  account  of 
all  the  money  he  has  received,  he  is  not  guilty  of  embezzlement,  if  he  absconds  and  does  not 
pay  over  the  money;  but  if  he  had  received  the  money  and  had  rendered  an  account  in  which 
it  was  omitted,  this  would  be  evidence  to  shew  that  he  had  embezzled  the  amount. 

The  collector  of  a  water  company,  as  was  his  practice,  gave  the  prisoner,  who  was  the  turn- 
cock, three  receipts  for  water  rents,  desiring  him  to  receive  the  amounts.  On  a  subsequent  day, 
the  collector  asked  the  prisoner  if  he  had  received  the  amounts,  when  he  said,  that  he  had,  and 
would  pay  them  over  on  the  following  Monday ;  instead  of  which,  he  absconded : — Held,  no 
embezzlement. 

(a)  By  the  atat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  to  any  chattel,  it  shall  be  sufficient 
c  29,  a.  48,  it  i«  enacted  that  **  ex-  to  allege  the  embezzlement  to  be  of 
cept  where  the  offence  shall  relate      money,  without  tpecifying  any  par- 
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1843. 


with  having  embezzled  the  sums  of  lOs.  and  7s.  The  fourth 
count  charged  the  prisoner  with  having  embezzled  a  half- 
sovereign  ;  and  the  fifth  count  was  for  a  larceny. 

It  was  opened  by  Beadon,  for  the  prosecution^  that "  The 
Beading  Waterworks  Company^'  was  a  corporation  esta- 
blished by  an  act  of  Parliament  {b),  and  that  the  practice 
was  for  Mr.  West,  the  company^s  collector,  to  collect  the 
water  rents  in  advance;  but  that  where  parties  did  not  pay 
him  after  two  or  three  calls,  the  receipts  for  their  water 
rents  were  given  by  Mr.  West  to  the  prisoner,  who  was 
the  turncock  of  the  company;  and  if  the  payments  of  the 
rent  were  not  made  to  him,  the  supply  of  water  was  cut 
off.  In  the  month  of  February,  1843,  receipts  for  the 
several  sums  mentioned  in  the  indictment  were  given  by 
Mr.  West  to  the  prisoner,  for  him  to  receive  the  sums  due 
firom  the  parties  named  in  them  for  water  rent ;  and  on 
Saturday,  the  12th  of  February,  Mr.  West  asked  the  pri- 
soner if  he  had  received  these  sums,  when  the  prisoner 
replied  that  he  had  received  them,  and  would  pay  them 
over  to  him  on  the  following  Monday ;  the  prisoner,  how- 
ever, did  not  do  so,  either  on  that  day  or  the  next,  and  on 
the  Wednesday  Mr.  West  went  to  the  house  of  the  pri- 
soner, and  found  that  he  had  absconded. 


Ebskine,  J. — If  the  prisoner  rendered  a  true  account 
of  the  money  he  had  received,  it  is  no  embezzlement ;  if 
he  had  received  these  sums,  and  had  rendered  an  account 


ticular  coin  or  valuable  security; 
and  such  allegation,  so  far  as  re- 
gards the  description  of  the  pro- 
perty, shall  be  sustained,  if  the  of- 
fender shall  be  proved  to  have  em- 
bezzled any  amount,  although  the 
particular  species  of  coin  or  valuable 
security  of  which  such  amount  was 
composed  shall  not  be  proved ;  or  if 
he  shall  be  proved  to  have  embez- 
zled any  piece  of  coin  or  valuable 


security,  or  any  portion  of  ihe  value 
thereof,  although  such  piece  of  coin 
or  valuable  security  may  have  been 
delivered  to  him  in  order  that  some 
part  of  the  value  thereof  should  be 
returned  to  the  party  delivering  the 
same,  and  such  part  shall  have  been 
returned  accordingly." 

{h)  The  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  xxziii, 
loc.  &  pers.,  amended  by  the  ttat.  5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  xciz,  loc.  &  pers. 
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in  which  the  sums  were  omitted,  it  would  be  evidence  to        1843. 
shew  that  he  had  embezzled  the  amount. 
His  Lordship  directed  an  acquittal. 

Verdict— Not  Guilty  («). 

Beadan,  for  the  prosecution. 
Carrvngton^  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies— Fiiic*  S^IIohht,  and  Slocomhe,'] 


(a)  See  the  cases  of  Rex  y,  Hodgson,  3  C.  &  P.  422 ;  and  Reg.  y.  Nor^ 
mm,  C.  &  Mar.  501. 


BeQINA  V.  BOYNES. 

Indictment  on  the  stat.  5  &  6  wiii.  4,  c.  62,  s.  13,  An  indictment 

for  making  a  false  declaration  before  a  magistrate. — The  5"^  e  Wiu.  4, 
first  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  that  the  defendant  ""'  ??•  '*  ^Wj^J 

'  making  a  false 

was  a  fiill  free  member  of  a  benefit  society,  called  the  declaration  be- 

,  ,  fore  a  magis- 

Royal  Standard,  the  rules  of  which  society  were  duly  con-  trate,  stated, 
finned  and  certified,  and  a  transcript  of  them  filed  with  the  l^ill  of  a  bene- 
clerk  of  the  peace,  (under  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  40,  s.  4);  f„\f  f^^Vmem^ 
and  that,  by  the  24th  rule  of  that  society,  it  was  provided,  ber  of  it  who 

sustained  a  loss 
by  an  acciden- 
tal fire  was  to  be  indemnified  to  the  extent  of  :f  15.,  on  making  a  declaration  before  a  magistrate 
verifying  his  loss,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  full  free  member  of  the  society,  and  had  made  a 
&Ue  declaration  before  a  magistrate,  that  he  had  sustained  a  loss  by  fire.  On  the  trial,  the  rules 
of  the  society  could  not  be  proved.  But  held  that  the  allegations  in  the  indictment  respecting 
tke  rules  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  as  the  offence  of  the  defendant,  in  making  the  false  de- 
daration  as  to  the  fire,  would  be  an  offence  within  the  statute,  if  no  such  benefit  society  had 
ever  existed. 

Hie  18th  section  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  which  enables  magistrates  toreceiye  yolun- 
ttry  declarations  instead  of  oaths,  extends  to  declarations  generally,  and  is  not  confined  to  decla- 
ration! with  respect  to  the  confirmation  of  written  instruments,  or  allegations,  or  proofs  of  debts 
or  of  the  execution  of  deeds,  or  other  matters  ejusdem  generis. 

Where  a  person  ii  indicted  for  having  made  a  false  declaration  as  to  a  fire  having  taken  place 
at  his  house,  evidence  may  be  given,  that,  with  the  declaration,  he  sent  a  certificate,  which  stated 
the  fire  to  have  occurred,  and  that  the  signatures  to  that  certificate  are  all  forgeries,  as  this  evi- 
dence may  go  to  shew  that  the  declaration  was  wilfully  false. 

To  give  evidence  of  the  transcript  of  the  rules  of  a  benefit  society  enrolled  at  the  ofStce  of  the 
derk  of  the  peace,  by  proof  of  an  examined  copy  of  it,  the  witness  who  examined  the  copy 
with  the  Iranacript  most  prove  that  he  examined  the  copy  otali  the  rules  with  the  transcript. 

VOL.  I.  F  N.  P. 


66  CASES  ON  THE 

1843.  that,  if  any  full  free  member  should  have  his  property  de- 
Regina  stroyed  by  fire,  he  should  produce  a  certificate,  signed  by 
BoYNSB  ^^^  ^^  more  respectable  householders,  that  it  was,  to  the 
best  of  their  belief,  accidental;  and  that,  if  the  property 
was  not  insured,  the  society  would  indemnify  him  to  the 
extent  of  £15,  such  claim  to  be  authenticated  by  a  solemn 
declaration  before  a  magistrate ;  and  that  William  Wright 
was  treasurer  of  the  society ;  that  the  defendant,  design- 
ing to  obtain  from  William  Wright  the  sum  of  2L  ISs. 
for  a  loss  by  fire,  which  he  had  falsely  alleged  he  had  sus- 
tained, made  a  declaration  before  Samuel  Chase,  Esq., 
the  mayor  of  Beading,  (he  being  competent  authority.  Sec.), 
and,  by  his  said  declaration,  did  solemnly  declare  that  he 
was  a  full  free  member  of  the  society,  and  that  he  had 
sustained  a  loss  by  fire,  which  had  accidentally  broken  out 
in  his  dwelling-house,  situate  in  Whitley  ^street,  in  the  bo- 
rough of  Beading,  to  the  amount  of  12/.  18^.;  and  that 
he  had  forwarded  to  the  society  a  certificate,  as  required 
by  the  24th  article  of  their  rules ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant wilfully  and  corruptly  made  the  declaration,  know- 
ing it  to  be  untrue  in  this  material  particular  following, 
that  is  to  say,  well  knowing,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  that  he 
had  not  sustained  the  loss  of  any  property  by  fire,  as  in 
the  said  declaration  was  mentioned,  to  the  amount  of 
12/.  ISs.,  or  to  any  other  amount  whatever,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute,  &c. 

The  second  count  was  precisely  similar  to  the  first,  ex- 
cept that  it  stated  Samuel  Parminter  and  others  to  be 
trustees  of  the  society,  instead  of  stating  William  Wright 
to  be  treasurer.  The  third  and  fourth  counts  were  pre- 
cisely similar  to  the  first  and  second,  except  that  in  each 
the  sum  of  21.  ISs.  was  inserted  instead  of  12/.  ISs.  {a). 

It  was  opened  by  Tyrwhitt,  for  the  prosecution,  that 

(a)  The  fourth  count  of  the  in-  time  of  the  committing  of  the  of- 

dictmcnt  is  in  the  following  form :  fence  hereinafter  next  mentioned, 

— ''And  the  jurors,  &c.  do  further  the  said  J.  B.  had  been  and  was 

present,   that  before    and  at  the  admitted  and  then  was  a  full  free 
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there  was  a  benefit  society,  called  the  Royal  Standard  Be- 
nefit Society,  held  at  the  Black  Prince  Tavern,  in  Chandos- 


member  of  a  certain  society,  call- 
ed the  Royal  Standard,  held  at  the 
Black  Prince  Tavern,  in  Chan. 
do6-«treet,  Covent-garden,  in  the 
coonty  of  Middlesex,  and  establish- 
ed in  conformity  with  a  certain  act 
of  Parliament  made  and  passed  in 
the  10th  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
late  Majesty  King  George  the 
Fourth,  intituled  *  An  act  to  con- 
•(didate  and  amend  the  laws  relat- 
ing to  friendly  societies ;'  and  that 
the  rules,  orders,  and  regulations 
of  the  said  society  were  and  had 
been  before  that  time  duly  con- 
firmed and  certified,  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioaed  act  of  Parliament,  as  amend- 
ed by  a  certain  other  act  of  Parlia- 
ment made  and  passed  in  a  certain 
session  of  Parliament  held  in  the 
feorth  and  fifth  years  of  his  late 
Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth, 
intituled  '  An  act  to  amend  an  act 
of  the  10th  year  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  George  the  Fourth,  to  conso- 
lidate and  amend  the  laws  relating 
to  friendly  societies/  and  a  trans' 
cript  of  which  said  rules,  orders,  and 
regulations  of  the  said  society,  so 
confirmed  and  certified  as  aforesaid, 
had  been  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex,  with  the  rolls  of  the 
sessions  of  the  peace  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  county,  pursuant  to 
the  said  act  of  Parliament  lastly 
above  mentioned ;  and  that,  by  the 
24th  article  of  the  said  rules,  or- 
ders, and  regulations,  it  was  pro- 
rided,  that,  should  any  full  free 
member  of  the  said  society  have 
his  goods,  tools,  or  other  property 
destroyed  by  fire,  and  make  a  claim 


on  the  said  society  on  account 
thereof,  he  must  produce  a  certi- 
ficate signed  by  two  or  more  re- 
spectable householders  in  the  pa- 
rish or  place  where  the  damage  or 
loss  was  sustained,  that,  to  the  best 
of  their  knowledge  and  belief,  the 
said  fire  was  not  wilfully  occasion- 
ed by  such  member;  and  that,  if  the 
property  so  destroyed  was  not  in- 
sured, the  society  would  indemnify 
him  to  any  amount  not  exceeding 
£15,  such  claim  to  be  authentic 
cated  by  a  solemn  declaration  be- 
fore a  magistrate.  And  the  jurors, 
&c.  do  further  present,  that,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  committing  the 
offence  hereinafter  next  mentioned, 
one  Samuel  Parminter  and  others 
were  then  and  there  trustees  of  the 
said  society,  and  that  the  said  John 
Boynes,  on  the  said  day  and  year 
in  this  count  first  mentioned,  re- 
sided in  a  certain  place  called 
"VVhitley-street,  in  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Giles,  in  the  borough  of 
Reading,  in  the  said  county  of 
Berks.  And  the  jurors,  &'c.  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  John 
Boynes  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
at  &c.,  was  then  and  there  minded 
and  designing  to  obtain,  from  the 
said  Samuel  Parminter  and  others, 
the  sum  of  21,  I8s,  claimed  by  the 
said  John  Boynes  to  be  justly  due 
and  payable  to  him  as  such  full 
free  member  of  the  said  society, 
for  and  in  respect  of  a  certain  loss 
of  certain  furniture  and  property  of 
him,  the  said  John  Boynes,  by  fire, 
which  he,  thesaid  John  Boynes,  had 
falsely  alleged  in  writing  that  he  had 
sustained ;  and  that  it  thereupon  he- 
came  and  was  material  and  necessary 
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street,  Covent-garden ;  and  that,  by  the  24th  rule  of  that 
society,  it  was  declared,  that,  if  any  full  free  member  of 


for  the  said  John  Boynes,  in  the  fur- 
ther prosecution  of  his  said  design, 
to  confirm  and    authenticate   his 
aforesaid  declaration  and  pretend- 
ed claim,  hy  making  a  solemn  de- 
claration hefore  one  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace,  com- 
petent hy  law  to  take  and  receive 
the  same.     And  the  jurors,  &c.  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  John 
Boynes  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  2rc., 
at  &c.,  did  go  hefore  one  Samuel 
Chase,  Esq.,  then  and  there  being 
mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Read- 
ing, in  the  county  aforesaid,  and 
then  and  there  being  one  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  said  borough;  and  did 
then  and  there,  and  within  the  said 
borough,  voluntarily  make  and  sub- 
scribe a  declaration  before  the  said 
Samuel  Chase,  he  the  said  Samuel 
Chase  then  and  there  being  within 
the  said  borough,  and  having  suf- 
ficient and  competent  authority  to 
take  and  receive  within  the  same 
such    declaration     so    voluntarily 
made  by  the  said  John  Boynes  in 
that  behalf,  according  to  the  form 
in  the  schedule  annexed  to  a  cer- 
tain act  of  Parliament  made  and 
passed  in  the  session  of  Parliament 
held  in  the  fif\h  and  sixth  years 
of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  William  the    Fourth,    inti- 
tuled '  An  act  to  repeal  an  act  of 
the  present  session  of  Parliament,' 
[setting  out  the  title  of  the  stat. 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  62] ;  and  that  the 
said  John  Boynes  then  and  there, 
by  his  said  declaration  so  then  and 
there  made  by  him  within  the  said 
borough  of  Reading,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act 


of  Parliament,  did  solemnly  declare, 
among  other  things,  before  the  said 
Samuel  Chase,  then  and  there  hav- 
ing such  sufficient  and  competent 
authority  as  aforesaid,  in  substance 
and  to  the  effect  following ;  that  it  to 
say,  that  he,  the  said  John  Boynes, 
was  a  member  of  the  said  society 
so  held  at  the  Black  Prince  Tavern, 
Chan dos- street,  Covent-garden,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex  as  afore- 
said; and  that  he,  the  said  John 
Boynes,  had  sustained  a  loss  of  va- 
rious articles  of  furniture,  and  other 
property,  by  a  fire  which  accident- 
ally broke    out  in  his    dwelling- 
house,  situate  in  Whitley-street,  in 
the  said  parish  of  St.  Giles,  in  the 
said  borough  of  Reading,  on  the 
8th  day  of  October  then  next  pre- 
ceding, to  the  amount  of  21,  IBs.; 
and  that  he,  the  said  John  Bojrnes, 
had  forwarded  to  the  said  society  a 
certificate,  as  required  by  the  24th 
article  of  the  rules  of  the  said  so- 
ciety, hereinbefore  recited ;  and  so 
the  said  jurors  do  further  present, 
that  the  said  John  Boynes  did  then 
and  there,  wilfully  and  corruptly, 
make  and  subscribe  the  said  decla- 
ration, knowing  the  same  to  be  un- 
true in  this  material  particular  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say,  well  knowing 
in  truth  and  in  fact  that  he,  the 
said  John  Boynes,  had  not  sustain- 
ed the  loss  of  any  furniture,  or  any 
property,  by  any  such  fire  as  in 
his  said  declaration  was  mentioned, 
to  the  aforesaid  amount  of  21,  1  Ss,, 
or  to  any  other  amount  whatever, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity." 
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that  society  should  have  his  goods  or  other  property  de-  1843. 
stroyed  by  fire,  and  a  claim  was  made  on  the  society  in 
respect  of  it,  he  should  produce  a  certificate,  signed  by 
two  or  more  respectable  householders  in  the  place  where 
the  loss  was  sustained,  that,  to  the  best  of  their  belief,  the 
fire  was  not  wilfully  occasioned  by  such  member;  and, 
if  not  insured,  the  society  would  indemnify  him  to  any 
amount  not  exceeding  j£l5,  such  claim  to  be  authenticated 
by  a  solemn  declaration  made  before  a  magistrate.  The 
defendant  was  a  full  free  member  of  this  society,  and,  on 
the  19th  of  October,  1842,  he  sent  a  letter,  stating  that 
his  goods  had  been  destroyed  by  fire,  and  inclosing  two 
papers,  the  one  purporting  to  be  a  claim  for  12/.  18*.,  the 
amount  of  his  loss,  with  a  certificate  signed  by  five  per- 
sons verifying  it;  the  other  being  a  solemn  declaration, 
made  under  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  before 
Mr.  Chase,  the  mayor  of  Beading,  stating  that  he  had 
sustained  a  loss  by  fire,  which  occurred  at  his  house  on  the 
8th  of  October,  to  the  amount  of  12/.  18*.  It  would  be 
proved  that  there  had  been  no  fire  at  all  at  his  house,  and 
that  the  solemn  declaration,  which  had  originally  stated 
the  loss  to  be  21. 18*.,  had  been  altered  to  12/.  18*. ;  and 
it  would  be  also  proved  that  aU  the  signatures  to  the  cer- 
tificate were  forgeries. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  Mr.  James  Hunter  was 
called.  He  said,  *'  I  am  secretary  to  the  Royal  Standard 
Society.  I  produce  a  copy  of  the  rules  of  the  society.  I 
went  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace's  oflSce  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  and  I  saw  the  transcript  of  the  rules  of  the 
society,  which  is  there  enrolled.  I  examined  that  trans- 
cript with  the  copy  of  the  rules  I  now  produce."  In  his 
cross-examination  he  said,  "  I  only  examined  the  24th  rule 
as  contained  in  my  copy  with  the  transcript  at  the  clerk  of 
the  peace's  oflSce.  I  did  not  compare  my  copy  of  the  other 
rules  with  the  transcript.'* 

Carrington,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit  that  this  is  not 
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1843.  an  examined  copy  of  the  transcript  of  the  rules  enrolled 
Reoina  ^^^^  t^®  clerk  of  the  peace,  as  the  witness  has  not  com- 
pared the  whole  of  the  rules  contained  in  his  copy  with 
the  transcript.  An  examined  copy  ought  to  be  an  ex- 
amined copy  of  the  whole  document,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
parish  register  or  the  like,  vihen  the  single  entry  is  in  effect 
the  whole  document  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  subject  matter 
ill  question.  In  the  present  case  it  may  well  be  that  some 
of  the  other  rules  may  control  the  effect  of  the  24th  rule, 
which  the  witness  examined. 

Erskine,  J. — I  think  that  the  whole  ought  to  have  been 
compared  by  the  witness.  To  prove  the  transcript  of  the 
rules,  either  the  original  transcript  should  have  been  pro- 
duced from  the  clerk  of  the  peace's  office,  or  an  examined 
copy  of  the  whole  of  it,  which  this  is  not. 

The  evidence  was  rejected  (a). 

Tyrwhitty  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit  that  the  indict- 
ment is  sufficient,  even  without  the  allegations  as  to  the 
society. 

Carrington. — Does  your  lordship  think  that  the  stat.  5  & 
6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  extends  to  any  declarations  except 
those  mentioned  in  the  preamble  to  that  section,  and  those 
relating  to  matters  ejusdem  generis  ? 

Erskine,  J.— The  18th  section  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  62,  is  not  confined  to  cases  of  voluntary  declarations 
with  respect  to  the  "  confirmation  of  written  instruments 
or  allegations,  or  proof  of  debts,  or  the  execution  of  deeds 
or  other  matters'^  mentioned  in  the  preamble,  which  might 
perhaps  mean  matters  ejusdem  generis,  but  it  extends  to 
declarations  generally  (6).     If  there  is  enough  on  the  face 

(a)  See  the  case  o^  Reg,  v.  Chris-  strained  by  the  preamble,  see  the 

tian,  Carr.  &  M.  388.  cases  oiReg.  v.  Marks,  3  Ea.  157 ; 

(i)  As  to  the  enacting  part  of  a  Rex  v.  Brodribb,  6  C.  &  P.  571 ; 

statute  not  being  limited  or    re-  and  Rex  v.  Lovelass,  id.  596. 
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of  this  indictment  to  shew  that  an  offence  was  committed  IB43. 

without  any  reference  to  the  society  or  to  its  rules,  that  Kbgina 

will  be  sufficient;  and  I  think  that  that  is  so;  and  utile  per  sotnks. 
inutile  non  yitiatur. 

Canimgton, — Every  count  in  the  indictment  refers  to 
this  society^  and  avers  that  the  society  had  certain  rules. 

Erskine,  J. — But  all  that  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage, 
if  the  indictment  would  be  sufficient  without  it.  The 
offence  of  the  present  defendant  would  be  equally  within 
the  act,  if  no  such  society  had  ever  existed. 

Mr.  Hunter  produced  and  put  in  a  letter  which  he  re- 
ceived from  the  prisoner,  stating  a  loss  by  fire  to  the 
amount  of  12/.  ISs.,  and  what  purported  to  be  a  certifi- 
cate signed  by  five  persons  who  lived  near  him,  certifying 
that,  to  the  best  of  their  belief,  the  fire  was  accidental. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Wells,  the  assistant  clerk  to  the 
magistrates,  that  he  wrote  the  declaration,  which  was  made 
in  his  presence  by  the  defendant  before  the  mayor,  and 
that  the  sum  then  mentioned  in  it  was  2/.  18^.;  but  that 
the  word  "  two  *'  had  been  afterwards  blotted  and  altered  to 
look  like ''  twelve,''  and  the  figures  ''  £12 18*.  Od.''  added  at 
the  bottom  of  the  paper. 

The  declaration  was  put  in ;  it  was  as  follows : — 

"  I,  John  Boynes,  do  solemnly  and  sincerely  declare  that 
I  am  a  member  of  the  Royal  Standard  Benefit  Society, 
held  at  the  Black  Prince  Tavern,  Chandos-street,  Covent- 
garden,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  that  I  have  sustained 
a  loss  of  various  articles  of  furniture  and  other  property 
by  a  fire,  which  accidentally  broke  out  in  my  dwelling- 
honse,  situate  in  Whitley-street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles, 
in  the  borough  of  Beading,  on  the  8th  day  of  October  in- 
stant, to  the  amount  of  twelve  pounds  and  eighteen  shil- 
Ungs.     And  I  do  declare  that  I  have  forwarded  to  the  said 
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1843.  society  a  certificate,  as  required  by  the  24tli  role  of  the 
said  society.  And  I  make  this  solemn  declaration,  consci- 
entiously believing  the  same  to  be  true,  and  by  virtue  of 
the  provisions  of  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the  6th  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth, 
intituled  '^  An  Act  to  repeal ''  &c.  [setting  out  the  title  of 

the  Stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62] . 

John  Boynes. 


€{ 


''Taken  and  solemnly  declared  before  me  the  seven- 
teenth day  of  October,  1842. 

^'  Samuel  Chase, 
£13  l&r.  Orf.  "  Mayor  of  Reading,  Berks." 

The  certificate  was  as  follows : — 

"  We,  the  under  sign,  do  hereby  certify,  that,  to  the  best 
of  our  believe  and  knowledge,  that  the  fire  that  took  place 
at  Mr.  John  Boynes,  of  No.  19,  Withley-street^  on  Saturday, 
October  8th,  was  occasion  quiet  by  accident. 

'*  Wm.  Berkshire,  Withley-street. 

"T.  Smith,  20,  Withley-street. 

"W.  Annett. 

''T.  Holden,  Southampton-street. 

''  V.  Shaw.^' 

Tyrwhitt,  for  the  prosecution,  proposed  to  call  the  seve- 
ral persons  whose  names  purported  to  be  signed  at  the  foot 
of  the  certificate,  to  prove  that  the  signatures  were  forgeries. 

Carrinffton,  for  the  defendant. — ^I  submit  that  this  evi- 
dence is  not  receivable.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the 
defendant  made  a  false  declaration,  and  on  that  question 
it  is  perfectly  immaterial  whether  the  names  to  a  certificate 
are  genuine  or  not. 

Erskine,  J. — I  must  receive  the  evidence,  as  it  may  go 
to  shew  that  the  declaration  was  wilfully  false. 

The  evidence  was  received. 
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ETidence  was  given  to  shew  that  there  had  been  no  fire         1843. 
at  the  defendant's  house. 

Verdict — GuUty  (a). 

Tyrwhittf  for  the  prosecution. 
Carrvngion,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — H,  Chace,  and  Slocombe.'] 


(a)  As  to  the  administering  of  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62, 

oaths  by  a    magistrate,   in    cases  see  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  Nottf  Eiq,^ 

where  they  ought  not  to  be  admi-  Car.  &  M.  288;    and  12  Law  J., 

nistered,  contrary  to  the  13th  sect.  N.  S.,  Mag.  Ca.  143. 


{Crown  Side.) 

BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  WIOHTMAN 


Begina  V.  Paice.  ^^*  24M. 

Arson. — ^The  indictment,  which   contained  only  one  Onanindict- 

count,  charged  that  the  prisoner,  on  &c.^  at  &c.^  '^feloni-  of  the  stat. 

ously,  unlawfully,  and  maliciously,  did  set  fire  to  a  certain  J  ^^^'  ^  *g 

dwelling-house  of  John  Sloper,  clerk,  there  situate,  the  ^o'  ^^«  capital 

r      C11  T  /-ii  .  .  .  oflTence  of  set- 

said  John  Sloper  and  Clementina  Georgina,  his  wife,  then  ting  fire  to  a 

and  there  being  therein,  against  the  form  of  the  statute/*  fee.  gj^g  pe«on"be- 
It  appeared  that  the  fire  occurred  at  between  seven  and  j^g 'herein,  (the 

**^  indictment  not 

eight  o'clock  on  the  evening  of  the  7th  of  February,  1843,  charging  any 
but  it  was  not  distinctly  proved  that  either  Mr.  or  Mrs.  or  defraud  any 
Sloper  were  in  the  house  at  the  time  of  the  fire.  ?!"?i;nnnFh; 

^  soner  cannot  be 

convicted  of  the 
transportable 
offence  of  setting  fire  to  the  house,  under  sect.  3  of  that  statute,  as  an  allegation  of  an  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  some  person  is  essential  to  an  indictment  under  sect.  3  of  that  statute. 
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1843.  Selfey  for  the  prisoner. — This  indictment  is  framed  on 

the  statute  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  2,  by  which  it  is 
enacted,  ^'  that  whosoever  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously 
set  fire  to  any  dwelling-house,  any  person  being  therein, 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and,  being  convicted  thereof,  shall 
suffer  death  ;^^  and  in  an  indictment  so  framed,  I  submit 
that  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  the  transportable  offence 
of  setting  fire  to  the  house  under  the  third  section  of  that 
statute ;  as,  to  constitute  the  felony  under  that  section  of 
the  statute,  it  must  have  been  committed  with  intent  to 
''injure  or  defraud*'  some  person,  which  is  not  alleged  in 
this  indictment,  that  being,  as  I  submit,  a  material  alle- 
gation. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — There  is  no  allegation  here  of  an  intent 
to  defraud  or  injure  any  person,  which  is  essential  to  an 
indictment  on  the  third  section  of  this  statute.  If  the 
case  cannot  be  sustained  on  the  second  section,  it  must  on 
this  indictment  fail  altogether. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 

T,  V.  Lee  and  Keating y  for  the  prosecution. 
Selfe,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornie*— Oriwowrf,  and  Weedon  ^  SlocomheJ] 
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OXFORD  ASSIZES. 
{Croum  Side.) 

BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE   ERSKINE. 


Regina  V.  Savage  and  Penn.  /V(.  27th. 


T 


HE  prisoners  had  been  committed  on  a  charge  of  steal-  If  it  is  moved, 

on  the  part  of 

ing  notes  of  the  Farnham  Bank  from  the  person  of  Wil-  the  prosecution 

I*        i>  1-      J]  in  A  case  of 

liam  Broomhead .  felony^  to  put 

off  the  trial,  on 
the  ground  of 

Keating,  for  the  prosecution,  moved   to   postpone  the  the  absence  of 

a  material  wit» 

trial  till  the  next  assizes,  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  ness,  who  has 
a  witness  named  Eliza  Moorston.     He  moved  on  two  affi-  positTon^beforV 
davits,  one  of  which  was  the  aflBdavit  of  Mr.  Clark,  a  sur-  **>«  committing 

magistrate,  the 

geon  at  Farnham,  which  was  sworn  before  Mr.  Holiest,  a  judge  wiu  re- 
commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  ?u  stating  what 
Bench,  which  stated  "  that  he  hath  attended  the  child  of  p^'"^''  ^^^  ^'J* 

'  ness  IS  expected 

Eliza  Moorston,  of  Farnham,  aforesaid,  widow,  for  three  to  prove,  in  or- 

.         der  that  he  may 

days  now  last  past;  that  the  said  child  is  now  sunenng  form  a  judgment 
fix)m  inflammation  of  the  lungs,  and  any  exposure  of  such  Jgj^  mJer^ar 
child  to  the  air  would  endanger  the  life  of  the  said  child,  o^not. 

°  ^  An  affidavit 

That  the  said  child  is  about  seven  months  old,  and  is  now  of  a  surgeon, 

that  a  witness 

suckled  by  the  said  Eliza  Moorston,  the  mother;  and,  fur-  igthe  mother  of 
ther,  that  any  separation  of  the  mother  from  the  child  "hild"  wWch^is 
would  likewise  endanger  the  life  of  the  child ;  and,  more-  afflicted  with 

inflammation  of 

over,  that  the  attendance  of  the  said  Ehza  Moorston,  at  the  the  lungs,  and 
Oxford  Assizes,  on  Monday,  the  27th  instant,  is,  under  the  p^^j^j  nd^ther 
circumstances,  impossible  :^'  the  other  being  the  affidavit  ***  brought  to 

'        *  ^  °  ^  the  assize  town 

of  Mr.  Percival  Walsh,  the  solicitor  for  the  prosecution,  nor  separated 
in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  seen  the  child  of  Eliza  without  danger 
Moorston,  on  the  26th  of  February,  and  that  the  child  ^^^^^^;^  " 
was  very  ilU  and  that  he  was  informed  by  Mr.  Clark  that  ground  for  the 

''  "  absence  of  the 

witness,  in 
order  to  found  a  motion  to  postpone  the  trial. 
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1843.         the  bringing  the  child  to  Oxford^  or  the  separating  it  from 
Rboina       ^^^  mother^  would  be  dangerous  to  its  life ;  and  that  Eliza 

^    ^'  Moorston  was  a  material  witness  for  the  prosecution. 

Sayaob.  * 

Erskine^  J. — Has  a  bill  been  found  by  the  grand  jury? 

Keating. — It  has  not  yet  been  presented. 

Erskine^  J. — It  would  be  better  to  send  the  case  first 
before  the  grand  jury^  and^  if  a  true  bill  is  returned^  to 
renew  the  application. 

Feb.  28«A.  The  grand  jury  having  returned  a  true  bill  against  the 

prisoner^  Keating  renewed  his  application  to  postpone  the 
trial. 

Erskine^  J. — As  the  witness  on  whose  absence  the  mo- 
tion is  founded  was  not  examined  before  the  magistrates^ 
I  am  not  able  to  form  an  opinion  from  the  depositions 
before  me,  whether  the  evidence  expected  to  be  given  by 
her  is  material  or  not.  I  must^  therefore,  have  the  fact  of 
her  testimony  being  material  to  the  ends  of  justice  verified 
by  an  affidavit  as  to  what  she  is  expected  to  prove.  If 
that  be  supplied,  I  shall  grant  the  application,  as  I  con- 
sider the  statement  of  the  surgeon  amply  sufficient  to  ac- 
count for  the  absence  of  the  witness. 

A  further  affidavit  of  Mr.  Percival  Walsh  was  afterwards 
put  in,  in  which  he  stated  *^that  the  evidence  of  Eliza 
Moorston,  of  Famham,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  widow, 
is  most  material  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  as  she 
stated  to  this  deponent  she  could  prove  that,  on  the  22nd 
day  of  September,  1841,  the  said  Eliza  Moorston  paid  to 
William  Broomhead,  whose  body  was  found  dead  at  Black- 
thorn, in  the  county  of  Oxford,  on  the  11th  day  of  October, 
1841,  the  sum  of  eight  pounds  and  thirteen  shillings,  con- 
sisting of  a  £h  note  of  the  Famham  Bank,  numbered  632, 
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which  identical  note  appears  to  have  been  paid  away  hy 
the  prisoner^  Ezekiel  Savage^  on  the  13th  day  of  the  said 
month  of  October.  And  this  deponent  further  saith^  that 
the  said  Eliza  Moorston  is  the  only  witness  who  can  prove 
the  said  note  to  have  been  so  paid  to  the  said  William 
Broomhead^  as  aforesaid.^' 
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"  Erskine^  J.,  on  these  affidavits^  ordered  the  trial  to 
be  postponed  till  the  next  assizes^  and  that  the  prisoners 
might  be  admitted  to  bail. 

Keating  and  G.  K,  Rickards,  for  the  prosecution. 
Price,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — WaUh,  and  Looker,"] 


Regina  v.  Polly  and  Bowell. 


B 


March  1st. 


URGLARY. — The  indictment  was  in  the  usual  form,  The  alterations 
and  charged  that  the  prisoners,  on  the  1st  October,  1842  lawwith  re- 
in the  night-time,  broke  and  entered  the  dwelling-house  *?^J^y  'by  the 
of  John  Langston,  at  Iffley,  with  intent  to  steal  his  goods^  stat.  7  Will.  4, 
and  stole  a  piece  of  cheese  and  other  articles,  his  property,  c.  86,  as  to  the 
The  indictment  did  not  conclude  "  against  the  form  of  the  the* punish  " 
statute.''     The  jury  found  the  prisoners  guilty.  mem,  do  not 

**      '^  *  o        J  make  It  neces- 

sary for  an  in- 

F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prisoners. — I  submit  that  the  judg-  that  offence  to 
inent  in  this  case  ought  to  be  arrested,  because  the  indict-  |^°a  fonnam  sta- 
ment  does  not  conclude  "  against  the  form  of  the  statute.^'  ^"*''»  »*  ^^^  »'- 

teration  with 

Before   the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  4,  burglary  respect  to  the 

•   .j.i         !•         .,  1       ■%•,•        t  'ji  •li      hours  does  not 

consisted  m  breaking  into  a  dweUing-house  in  the  night-  alter  the  of- 
time :  and  at  common  law,  if  there  was  light  enough  to  ^^nce,  and  the 

'  ^  o  o  mere  diminu- 

discem  a  man's  features,  it  was  not  burglary ;  but  by  the  tion  of  the 

.  ,        punishment 

stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  it  is  enacted,  that  for  the  does  not  make 

that  con- 
clusion necesaary. 
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1843.  purposes  of  burglary  the  night  shall  be  considered  to  com- 
mence at  nine^  p.m.^  and  to  conclude  at  six^  a.m.^  on  the 
next  day — the  effect  of  this  being,  that  that  which  was 
formerly  not  burglary  is  made  so  now^  because  where  a 
party  now  breaks  into  a  house  in  the  middle  of  summer, 
at  a  little  before  six,  a.m.^  it  is  burglary,  which  it  would 
not  have  been  at  common  law.  The  statute  therefore 
creates  a  new  species  of  burglary.  By  the  common  law 
burglary  was  a  capital  offence ;  and  by  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo. 
4,  c.  29,  s.  11,  persons  guilty  of  burglary  were  to  suffer 
death ;  but  by  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  3,  bur- 
glary is  now  punishable  with  transportation  or  imprison- 
ment ;  and  I  submit  that,  as  the  punishment  of  the  offence 
is  altered  by  statute,  the  indictment  must,  on  that  ground^ 
conclude  ^^  against  the  form  of  the  statute.'^  It  is  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Archbold  (a),  that,  *^  where  a  statute  either 
creates  the  offence  altogether,  or  makes  an  offence  at  com- 
mon law  an  offence  of  a  higher  nature,  (as,  for  instance^ 
where  it  makes  a  misdemeanor  a  felony),  an  indictment  for 
the  offence  must  conclude  '  contra  formam  statuti.'  If  the 
statute  do  not  make  it  an  offence  of  a  higher  nature^  but 
merely  increase  or  otherwise  alter  the  punishment,  &c., 
(as,  for  instance,  perjury,  under  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  9),  the  in- 
dictment, in  order  to  bring  the  offence  within  the  statute, 
must  conclude  ^  contra  formam  statuti  f  but  if  it  do  not  so 
conclude,  it  may  still  be  a  good  indictment  for  the  offence 
at  common  law ;  or  if  the  statute  be  merely  declaratory  of 
an  offence  at  common  law,  (as  high  treason,  for  instance), 
without  adding  to  or  altering  the  punishment,  &c.,  an  in- 
dictment for  the  offence  may  conclude  'contra  formam  sta- 
tuti,' or  as  at  common  law.''  For  these  propositions  Mr. 
Archbold  cites  Lord  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown  (A). 

Seeker,  for  the  prosecution. — The  offence  of  burglary  is 
not  created  by  statute,  and  the  definition  of  it  remains  as 

(a)  Arth.  Cr.  PI.  9th  ed.,  p.  66.  (b)  2  H.  P.  C.  189, 191, 192. 
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before — a  breaking  and  entering  in  the  night-iime,  and  it  1843. 
is  so  alleged  in  the  present  indictment ;  and  no  indictment 
for  burglary  ever  alleged  the  oflfence  to  have  been  commit- 
ted within  the  hours  newly  limited  by  the  statute ;  and  if  in 
any  case  an  alteration  in  the  punishment  rendered  it  neces- 
sary for  the  indictment  to  conclude  '^contra  formam  statuti/' 
that  would  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  punishment  was 
diminished.  Indeed,  in  the  very  same  page  of  Mr.  Arch- 
bold's  book  that  has  been  already  cited,  it  is  laid  down, 
that,  where  a  statute  merely  takes  away  a  certain  privilege 
or  benefit  from  a  person  committing  a  common-law  offence 
under  particular  circumstances,  as  when  it  takes  away  the 
benefit  of  clergy  from  a  common-law  felony,  the  indict- 
ment need  not  conclude  "  contra  formam  statuti.'^  Thus 
indictments  for  murder,  manslaughter,  robbery,  burglary, 
housebreaking,  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house,  or  the  like, 
need  not  include  "  contra  formam  statuti,^^  unless  in  the 
latter  instance  a  larceny  be  committed,  a  thing  which  at 
common-law  was  not  the  subject  of  larceny ;  and  in  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Blea  {a)  it  was  held,  that,  in  order  to  war- 
rant a  sentence  of  transportation  for  life  on  an  indictment 
for  a  larceny,  after  a  previous  conviction  for  felony,  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  indictment  to  conclude  "contra 
formam  statuti/^ 

Erskine,  J. — I  have  considered  the  objection  to  this  March  2nd. 
indictment,  and  am  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  is  suf- 
ficient. By  it  the  prisoners  are  charged  with  burglary, 
the  indictment  being  in  the  old  form,  charging  a  breaking 
and  entering  a  dwelling-honse  in  the  night  with  intent  to 
steal,  and  stealing  certain  goods ;  and  the  objection  is,  that 
it  does  not  conclude  "  contra  formam  statuti.'^  The  objec- 
tion was  put  in  two  ways;  first,  on  the  ground  that  a  recent 
statute  had  altered  the  offence ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  pun- 
ishment had  been  altered.    On  the  first  ground,  it  was  said 

(fl)  8  C.  &  P.  735. 
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1843.        that  the  stat.  7  Will  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  had  altered  the  offence 
by  substituting  the  hours  nine  and  six  for  the  old  hours, 
and  that  therefore  the  "  contra  formam  statuti^^  became  ne- 
cessary.    It  appears  to  me  that  the  offence  is  not  altered 
by  the  statute.    Burglary  is  the  breaking  and  entering  a 
dwelling-house  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to  commit 
felony.    The  common  law  fixed  the  test  of  night  as  being 
when  a  man's  features  could  not  be  discerned.     This  was 
found  to  be  inconvenient,  and  the  legislature,  by  the  stat. 
7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  4,  has  enacted,  "  that,  so  far  as 
the  same  is  essential  to  the  offence  of  burglary,  the  night 
shall  be  considered  and  is  hereby  declared  to  commence*' 
at  nine,  p.m.,  and  to  conclude  at  six,  a.m.,  on  the  next 
succeeding  day.    This  does  not  at  all  alter  the  offence; 
and  therefore,  on  that  ground,  the  present  indictment 
need  not  conclude  **  contra  formam  statuti.''    The  other 
ground  for  the  objection  was,  that  the  punishment  was 
altered  by  statute,  and  a  passage  from  Mr.  Archbold's 
work  on  the  criminal  law  was  cited,  as  shewing  that  any 
alteration  of  the  punishment  made  the  conclusion  "  con- 
tra formam   statuti''  essential   to  the  indictment;   and 
if  that  passage  had  been  a  correct  transcript  of  the  passage 
in  Lord  Hale,  it  would  seem  that  the  conclusion  *^  contra 
formam  statuti''  was  required,  even  where  the  punishment 
was  reduced;  and  if  that  were  so,  the  indictments   for 
burglary,  horse-stealing,  larceny,  and  several  other  offences 
preferred  within  the  last  few  years  have  been  all  bad.    How- 
ever, on  referring  to  the  passage  in  Lord  Hale,  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  point  to  a  case  like  this,  as  Lord  Hale 
says  (a),  ^^  If  an  offence  be  at  common  law,  and  also  pro- 
hibited by  statute,  with  a  corporal  or  other  penalty,  yet  it 
seems  the  party  may  be  indicted  at  common  law,  and  then, 
though  it  conclude  not  '  contra  formam  statuti,'  it  stands 
as  an  indictment  at  common  law,  and  can  receive  only  the 
penalty  that  the  common  law  inflicts  in  that  case.     Thus 

(a)  2  H.  P.  C.  191. 
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an  indictment  for  a  riot  is  good^  though  it  conclude  not         1843. 
'contra  formam  statuti/  because  an  offence  at  common        p,„.„. 
law,  though  prohibited  also  by  acts  of  Parliament  under  ^' 

xOLLaX* 

severer  penalties.'^  This  appears  to  apply  to  a  case  where 
there  had  been  a  common-law  offence,  and  a  statute  has 
afterwards  prohibited  that  offence,  and  given  a  new  pun- 
ishment. The  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  merely  alters 
the  punishment  by  reducing  it,  and  the  words  of  the  statute 
are,  ''that  whosoever  shall  be  convicted  of  the  crime  of 
hurglary^'  shall  be  liable  to  be  transported,  &c. ;  and  not 
vhosoever  shall  break  and  enter  a  dwelling-house  in  the 
night-time  with  intent  to  steal  shall  be  transported,  &c. 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  this  statute  not  having 
altered  the  offence,  and  not  having  prohibited  the  offence, 
but  merely  having  reduced  the  punishment,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  indictment  should  conclude  ''against  the 
form  of  the  statute,^^  and  the  present  indictment  for  bur- 
glary is  therefore  good  (a). 

Sentence  was  passed  on  the  prisoners  for  the  burglary. 

Seeker,  for  the  prosecution. 
F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attomies — Mallam,  and  Brunner,'] 

(a)  We   are   informed   by   Mr.  ford  Summer  Assizes,!  839,  he  took  a 

Keating,  that,  in  the  case  of  Reg,  v,  similar  objection  to  the  indictment, 

Andrewtf  for  horse-stealing,  tried  which,  after  time  taken  to  consider. 

Wore  Baron  yiWer«o«  at  the  Ox-  was  overruled  by  the  learned  Baron. 
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Begina  v.  Daniel  Campbell. 

D.  c.  was  in-  MANSLAUGHTER.— The  first  count  of  the  indictment 
slaughter,  ^^"~  charged  the  prisoner  with  having  killed  Catherine  Macgin- 
tai**"w  "  *  *^*'"  ^*®'  ^y  beating  and  striking  her.  In  the  second  count  the 
whose  name  deceased  was  described  as  Catherine  Campbell ;  and  in  the 
is  unknown."     third  count^  '^  as  a  certain  woman  whose  name  to  the  jurors 

D.  C.  cohabited   :»  „„i,«^„„  w 

with  the  wo.      ^  unknown. 

man,  and  some-       There  was  uo  evidence  of  the  name  of  the  deceased  being 

times  said  that  ^  ^        ^  ** 

she  was  his  that  which  was  stated  in  either  the  first  or  second  counts; 
times  that  she  "  but  it  appeared  that,  on  Wednesday,  the  15th  of  Novem- 
n"e"of  the"^     ber,  1842,  the  prisoner  came  to  the  Coach  and  Horses 

witnesses  had     public-housc,  at  Oxford,  and  asked  Mrs.  Guise,  the  land- 
heard  her  called 
by  any  name:     lady,  if  he  could  havc  lodgings  "  for  himself  and  his  wife;'' 

the  jury  were*  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  could;  and  that,  on  the  same  after- 
satisBed  that  the  noon,  the  prisoner  and  deceased  came  to  her  house,  and 

deceased  was  *  ^ 

not  the  wife  of  remained  there,  living  together  as  husband  and  wife  till 

and  UiaHhe  the  following  Saturday,  the  19th,  when  the  prisoner  went 

dewased'couid  ^^^^y,  and  the  deceased  went  up  stairs,  and  lay  on  her  bed, 

not  be  ascer-  complaining  of  her  head,  and  died  the  next  day.    Neither 

tamed  by  any  r-  o 

reasonable  diii-  of  thcsc  witucsscs  kucw  the  name  of  the  deceased,  or  ever 
fcripUon  of  the  heard  her  called  by  any  name;  but  it  was  proved  by  Mr. 
Jrop^t^bir  Lucas,  the  city  marshal  at  Oxford,  that,  when  he  took  the 
that,  if  the  jury  prisoner  into  custody,  he  asked  the  prisoner  if  he  had  a 

should  think        *  .  . 

that  the  de-  wife  in  Oxford,  and  the  prisoner  said  that  he  had ;  and 
wife  of  the  pri-  that.  On  liis,  the  marshal's,  saying  she  was  dead,  the  pri- 
soner, the  dc-     sQQer  replied,  "  She.  is  not  my  wife :  she  is  a  woman  I  have 

scnption  was  r        '  j  ^ 

bad;  for,ai-       been  travelling  with  for  the  last  eight  months.*' 

though  there  ^  ® 

was  no  evi- 

Christian  name,  Erskine,  J. — I  shall  Icavc  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  upon 
she  was  en-        ^jj-g  evidence,  whether  the  deceased  was  the  wife  of  the 

titled  to  the  '  ^  ^ 

surname  of  c,    prisoner  or  not.     There  is  no  evidence  of  any  Christian 

as  being  that  of  ./.i  i»'i»i  'ti 

her  husband.      name;  but,  if  she  was  his  wife,  she  was  entitled  to  the 

name  of  Campbell,  as  that  is  the  surname  by  which  the 
prisoner  has  been  indicted,  and  to  which  he  has  pleaded. 
If  the  jury  should  think  that  the  deceased  was  not  the 
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wife  of  the  prisoner^  the  description  of  the  deceased  in  the 
third  count  of  the  indictment  is  correct. 

The  prisoner  was  called  on  for  his  defence. 


1843. 

Reoina 

V. 

Campbell. 


E&8KINE,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — The  prisoner  is  charged 
in  the  third  count  of  this  indictment  with  having  feloni- 
ooslj  killed  ''  a  certain  woman  whose  name  to  the  jurors  is 
unknown."  If  you  think  that  the  deceased  was  not  the 
wife  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  the  name  of  the  deceased 
could  not  be  ascertained  by  any  reasonable  diligence,  that 
description  is  proved.  You  will  probably  think  that,  when 
tiie  prisoner  told  the  city-marshal  that  the  deceased  was 
not  his  wife,  he  told  the  truth,  and  that  he  spoke  of  her  to 
the  landlady  of  the  Coach  and  Horses  as  his  wife,  because 
he  thought  that,  if  he  had  told  her  they  were  not  married, 
the  landlady  would  not  have  let  them  have  lodgings  there. 
[His  Lordship  then  summed  up  the  case  upon  the  merits]  • 

Verdict — Not  guilty  (a). 
Carrington,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney—- Cecj*/.] 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Robin- 
«•,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  595,  the  prisoner 
vit  indicted  for  plundering  a  ves- 
k1  which  was  wrecked.  In  the 
first  count  of  the  indictment,  the 
property  was  laid  in  the  persons 
therein  named;  and  in  a  second 
coQDt,  in  persons  unknown.  At  the 
trUl  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecu- 
tioi  did  not  know  the  Christian 
oaines  of  some  of  the  owners  men- 
tioned in  the  first  count,  and  the 
coQDiel  for  the  prosecution  then 
proposed  to  rely  on  the  second 
count;    but    Lord    Chief   Baron 


Richards  held,  that  the  prisoner 
roust  be  acquitted ;  and  his  Lord- 
ship said,  "The  owners,  it  ap- 
pears, are  known,  but  the  evi- 
dence is  defective  on  this  point 
How  can  I  say  that  the  owners  are 
unknown  ?  I  remember  a  case  at 
Chester,  before  Lord  Kenyon,where 
the  property  was  laid  as  belonging 
to  a  person  unknown,  but  upon  the 
trial  it  was  clear  that  the  owner  was 
known,  and  might  easily  have  been 
ascertained  by  the  prosecutor.  Lord 
Kenyon  directed  an  acquittal." 
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STAFFORD  ASSIZES, 
{Crown  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    WIGIITMAN. 


On  the  trial  of 
an  indictment 
for  breaking 
into  a  building 
within  the  cur- 
tilage, under 
the  Stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
8. 14,  it  ap- 
peared that  the 
building  was  in 
the  fold •  yard 
of  the  prosecu- 
tor's farm,  and 
that,  to  get  from 
his  dwelling- 
house  to  the 
fold-yard,  it 
was  necessary 
to  pass  through 
a  yard  called 
the  pump-yard, 
into  which  the 
back-door  of 
the  dwelling- 
house  opened, 
the  pump-yard 
being  separated 
from  the  fold- 
yard  by  a  wall 
four  feet  high, 
in  which  there 
was  a  gate.  The 
fold,  yard  hav- 
ing another 
gate  leading  to 
fields  on  one 
side,  a  hedge 
with  a  gate 
leading  to  the 
high  road  on 
another,  the 
other  sides  of 
the  fold-yard 
being  bounded 
by  the  farm 
buildings,  and 
a  continuous 
wall  from  the 
dwelling-house: 
—Held,  thrft 
the  building  was 


Begin  A  v,  Gilbert  and  Others. 

Indictment  on  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  14,  for 
breaking  into  a  building  within  the  curtilage  of  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  Charles  Averill,  and  stealing  wheat. 

It  appeared  that  the  building  broken  into  was  situate  in 
the  fold-yard  belonging  to  the  prosecutor's  farm ;  and  that, 
to  go  from  his  dwelling-house  into  the  fold-yard,  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  pass  through  a  yard  called  the  pump-yard  into 
which  the  back-door  of  the  dwelling-house  opened;  the 
pump-yard  being  separated  from  the  fold-yard  by  a  wall 
four  feet  high,  in  which  there  was  a  gate.  The  fold- 
yard  having  a  gate  leading  to  fields  on  one  side,  and,  on 
another,  a  hedge,  with  a  gate  opening  into  the  high  road ; 
the  other  sides  of  the  fold-yard  being  bounded  by  the  fsurm 
buildings,  and  by  a  continuous  wall  from  the  dwelling-house; 
but  the  building  in  question  could  only  be  approached  from 
the  dwelling-house  by  going  through  the  pump-yard. 

jB.  Yardley,  for  the  prisoners  Woods,  submitted,  that  this 
building  was  not  within  the  curtilage  of  the  prosecutor's 
dwelling-house;  and  that,  as  the  fold-yard  was  separated 
from  the  dwelling-house  by  the  pump-yard,  which  was 
walled  in,  the  buildings  in  the  fold-yard  could  not  be  con- 
sidered  as  within  the  curtilage  of  the  dwelling-house. 

Wig  HTM  AN,  J.,  (having  conferred  with  Erskine,  J.) — ^We 
are  of  opinion  that  this  building  is  within  the  curtilage. 

Verdict — Guilty  of  larceny. 

Cor  belt,  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prosecution. 

Yardley,  for  the  prisoners  Woods. 

[Attomies — Armishaw,  and  Passman,'] 
within  the  curtilage. 
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[Civil  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    ERSKINE. 


C 


HiGGs  V,  Taylor,  Gent.,  &c.  &c. 

ASE  against  the  defendant,  as  an  attorney,  for  negli-  in  an  action 
gence  respecting  a  reference  of  an  action  for  a  breach  of  *orncyfornegii- 
promise  of  marriage  which  had  been  brought  against  the  ?®"*^^  respect- 

*  ^  ...  *"8  *  reference 

present  plaintiff  by  Miss  Mary  Slaney,  in  which  action  the  of  an  action  for 

present  defendant  was  the  attorney  of  the  present  plaintiff,  mise  of  marrl"- 

The  defendant  pleaded  seven  pleas,  which  in  substance  MiMV.TJains/ 

were — not  guilty :  a  denial  of  his  retainer  by  the  plaintiff:  ^^^  present 

^        -^  '  .  plaintiff,  in 

a  denial  of  the  agreement  for  the  reference ;  a  denial  of  which  he  was 
the  duty  alleged  in  the  declaration ;  and  a  plea,  alleging  pre^sentpia^ntiff, 
that  the  reference  was  not  proceeded  with  from  the  wilful  ||^ appeared  that 

*  there  were  two 

de&olt  and  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  -parts  of  the 

,-,,  -  _  !••/*»    agreement  to 

It  was  opened  by  Taifourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  refer,  one  sign- 
that  in  the  year  1839  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  attorneyl^un-* 
marriage  had  been  brought  by  Miss  Slaney  against  the  »ia'nped),which 
present  plaintiff;  and  that,  on  the  10th  of  July,  1840,  the  session  of  the 

^__.       _,,  _,  1    n      t       A  present  defend- 

ittomies  of  Miss  Slaney,  and  the  present  defendant,  as  ant,  the  other 
attorney  for  the  present  plaintiff,  had  entered   into   an  pr^"ent^defend- 
igreement  to  refer  the  cause  to  two  arbitrators,  one  named  !"^ "®  attorney 

"  ^  for  the  present 

by  each   party;    and  that  judgment   should   be   signed  plaintiff,  and  in 
against  the  present  plaintiff  in  that  action  for  £500,  the  mIss  s/8*attor. 

nev.  The  latter 
had  been  Stamp- 
ed within  twenty-one  days  after  its  execution,  and  the  expense  of  the  stamping,  and  part  of  the 
expense  of  the  making  of  it,  had  been  paid  by  the  present  plaintiff,  the  rest  being  taxed  off.  The 
part  in  the  hands  of  the  present  defendant  being  called  for  and  produced  under  a  notice  to  pro- 
dace,  being  unstamped,  could  not  be  read  in  evidence: — But  heldf  that  the  present  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  have  the  stamped  part  of  the  agreement  produced  by  MIsh  S/s  attorney,  although 
Miss  S.  had  desired  her  attorney  not  to  produce  it.  Held,  also,  that  Miss  S/s  attorney  was  not 
bound  to  produce  letters  written  to  him  by  the  present  defendant,  as  attorney  for  the  present 
pUJntiff,  he  stating  that  he  was  desired  by  bis  client.  Miss  S.,  not  to  produce  them  ;  but  that,  if 
letters  written  by  Mirs  S.'s  attorney  to  the  present  defendant,  as  attorney  for  the  present  plain- 
tiff, were  not  produced  when  called  for  under  a  notice  to  produce,  Miss  S.'s  attorney  was  bound 
to  give  secondary  evidence  of  their  contents,  although  desired  by  Miss  S.  not  to  du  so. 
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1843.  damages  in  the  declaration ;  that,  there  being  no  power  oi 
enlarging  the  time  for  the  award  beyond  the  10th  of  Oc- 
tober, 1840,  nothing  was  done  on  the  reference.  Aftei 
that  an  execution  was  taken  out  against  the  present  plain- 
tiff for  £500,  and  the  costs,  which  he  was  obliged  to  payj 
the  defendant,  as  his  attorney,  neither  having  proceeded 
with  the  reference,  nor  taken  any  step  to  procure  the  judg- 
ment to  be  set  aside. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr.ThomasBushton  was  called. 
He  said,  "  I  hold  the  agreement  for  the  reference,  but  I  am 
desired  by  Miss  Slaney  not  to  produce  it,  unless  his  Lord- 
ship decides  that  I  must  do  so.  I  have  the  agreement  now 
in  my  possession,  and  I  had  it  when  I  was  subpoenaed  to 
produce  it  There  were  two  parts  of  it.  The  one  which 
I  have  was  written  by  the  present  defendant,  and  signed 
by  him  for  himself  and  his  partner,  as  attomies  for  the 
present  plaintiff.  That  part  of  the  agreement  was  stamped 
in  July,  1840,  and  within  twenty  days  after  it  was  signed; 
the  reference  extended  to  the  following  October.  The  othei 
part  of  the  agreement  I  signed  as  attorney  for  Miss  Slaneyj 
and  sent  it  to  the  present  defendant  as  attorney  for  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff.  I  had  my  costs  taxed,  and  the  sum  at  which 
they  were  taxed  was  paid  by  the  present  plaintiff.  Thii 
agreement,  and  the  stamping  of  it,  were  included.  The 
present  plaintiff  paid  the  whole  expense  of  the  stamp,  and 
part  of  the  expense  of  drawing  this  agreement,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  expense  being  taxed  off,  and  that  was  paid 
to  me  by  Miss  Slaney.'^ 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  under  a  notice  to  pro- 
duce, called  for  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  was  io 
the  hands  of  the  defendant. 

R.  V.Richards,  for  the  defendant,  produced  it;  but  it 
could  not  be  read,  because  it  was  unstamped. 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  Mr.  Kushton  must  pro- 


OXFORD  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  6  VICT. 


87 


dace  the  part  of  the  agreement  which  he  holds.  It  belongs 
to  the  present  plaintiff.  He  paid  for  it,  and  paid  for  the 
stamping  {a). 

EasKiNE,  J. — ^That  part  of  the  agreement  ought  to  be 
produced.  It  appears  to  have  been  stamped  for  the  benefit 
of  all  parties.     Mr.  Rushton  must  produce  it. 

Mr.  Rushton  produced  the  part  of  the  agreement  which 
had  been  stamped. 

R.  V.  Richards. — I  hope  that  your  Lordship  will  take  a 
note  of  the  objection. 

Erskine,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  you  have  any  thing  to 
do  with  it;  you  are  not  counsel  for  Miss  Slaney. 

The  part  of  the  agreement  produced  by  Mr.  Rushton  was 
read. 


1843. 


Ta^aurd,  Serjt,  desired  Mr.  Rushton  to  produce  the 
letters  written  by  the  present  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of 
the  present  plaintiff,  to  him,  (Mr.  Rushton),  as  the  attorney 
of  Miss  Slaney  (i). 


(a)  See  the  case  of  Turner  v. 
ffardey,  Carr.  &  M.  449. 

(h)  In  the  case  of  WheaUey  v. 
Wimams,  (1  M.  &  W.  533),  it  was 
beld,  that  an  attorney  is  not  com- 
pellable to  state,  "when  examined 
as  a  witness,  whether  a  document 
ibewn  to  him  by  his  client  in  the 
coone  of  a  confidential  consulta- 
tion with  his  attorney  was  then  in 
the  same  state  as  to  being  stamped 
as  it  was  when  produced  on  the 
trial ;  and  in  that  case  Baron  ^l- 
dersoH  said,  "I  think  the  pri\n- 
lege  extends  to  all  knowledge  that 
the   attorney    obtains    which    he 


would  not  have  obtained  but  for 
his  being  consulted  professionally 
by  his  client."  In  B.N.  P.,  284, 
it  is  said,  that  ''an  attorney  may  be 
examined  to  a  fact  of  his  own 
knowledge,  and  of  which  he  might 
have  had  knowledge  without  being 
an  attorney ;  as,  suppose  him  wit- 
ness to  a  deed  produced  in  the 
cause,  he  shall  be  examined  to  the 
true  time  of  execution.  So,  if  the 
question  be  about  an  erasure  in  a 
deed  or  will,  he  might  be  examined 
to  the  question,  whether  he  had 
ever  seen  such  a  deed  or  will  in 
other  plight,  for  that  is  a  fact  of 
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HiGGS 

V, 

Taylor. 


Mr.  Rushton  said  that  Miss  Slaney  had  desired  hin: 
to  produce  them. 

Erskine^  J. — I  cannot  compel  him  to  produce  t 
letters. 


Talfourdy  Serjt.^  (under  a  notice  to  produce)^  callec 
the  letters  written  by  Mr.  Rushton^  as  attorney  for  '. 
Slaney^  to  the  present  defendant,  as  attorney  for  the 
sent  plaintiff. 

R.  V.  RicJiards  declined  to  produce  them. 

Talfourdy  Seijt.,  desired  Mr.  Rushton  either  to  pro 
his  copies  of  them,  or  to  state  their  contents. 

Mr.  Rushton. — My  Lord,  Miss  Slaney  has  desired  rm 
to  do  so. 

Erskine,  J. — The  letters  you  write  to  other  people 
not  the  property  of  Miss  Slaney,  nor  can  your  memoi 
the  contents  of  letters  sent  by  you  for  Miss  Slaney  t 
opposite  party  be  considered  as  her  property  either, 
the  original  letters  are  not  produced  by  the  present 
fendant,  you  must  state  their  contents  from  your  men 


his  own  knowledge,  but  he  ought 
not  to  be  periTiitted  to  discover  any 
confessions  his  client  may  have 
made  to  him  on  such  head."  But 
Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  says,  ( 1  M.  & 
W.  541),  that  the  passage  above 
cited  fromBuller'sNisiPrius  "must 
apply  to  a  case  where  the  attorney 
has  his  knowledge  independently 
of  any  communication  from  the 
client;  it  cannot  mean,  that,  where 
the  attorney,  coming  to  the  client 
for  a  confidential  purpose,  obtains 
some  other  collateral  information 


which  he  could  not  otherwiie 
possessed,  he  can  be  compel] 
disclose  it.  Suppose  an  attc 
when  searching  for  a  deed  be 
ing  to  his  client,  found  an 
deed  which  might  operate  t 
client's  prejudice,  can  it  be 
that  he  is  bound  to  discloee  it 
therefore,  a  document  be  exb 
to  the  attorney  in  pursuana 
confidential  consultation  wit^ 
client,  all  that  appears  on  th( 
of  such  document  is  a  part  c 
confidential  communicatioD.'* 
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and  muj  refresh  your  memory  from  any  copies  or  memo-         1943, 
randoms  of  their  contents  made  by  you  at  the  time.  ^TT'^'^ 

r. 

A  juror  was  withdrawn  by  consent  Taylob. 

Tatfourd,  Serjt.^  fFhateky,  Carringtan,  and  Meteyard,  for 
the  plaintiff. 

R,  V.  Richards,  and  F.  F.  Lee,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniefl — Lowef  and  Taylor.^ 


SHROPSHIRE  ASSIZES. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    WIOHTMAN. 


I 


Beoina  V,  Hannah  Harley. 
NDICTMENT  on  the  stat,  7  Will,  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  36,  ss    A  post-office 


27  and  28  (a).    The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  a^^fson^as""' 

sent  to  put  a 
letter  contmining  promiuory  notes  into  the  post.  He  took  it  to  the  ion  with  money  to  prepay 
the  postage;  he  did  not  put  it  into  the  letter-box,  but  laid  the  letter,  and  the  money  upon  it, 
upon  a  table  in  the  passage  of  the  inn,  in  which  passage  the  letter-box  was,  and  he  pointed  out 
tiic  letter  to  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  female  servant  at  the  inn,  who  said  she  would  "  give  it 
to  them."  The  prisoner,  who  was  not  authorized  by  the  innkeeper,  her  master,  to  receive  letters 
f»  him,  stole  the  letter  and  its  contents  i—Heldf  that  this  was  not  a  "  post-letter"  within  the 
lUt  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  S6,  ss.  27,  28,  and  that  the  stealing  of  the  letter  and  its  contents 
hf  die  priaoner  was  not  an  oflfence  within  either  of  those  sections. 

(a)  By  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  person  who  shaU  steal  a  post-letter 
1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  27,  it  is  enacted,  hag,  or  a  post-letter  from  a  poat- 
"Uiat  every  person  who  shall  steal  letter  bag,  or  shall  steal  a  post-let- 
from  and  out  of  a  post-letter  any  ter  from  a  post-office,  or  from  an 
chattel,  or  money,  or  valuahle  se-  officer  of  the  post-office,  or  from  a 
cnrity,  ahall  in  England  and  Ire-  mail,  or  shall  stop  a  mail  with  in- 
land be  guilty  of  felony,  and  in  tent  to  rob  or  search  tlie  same, 
Scotland  of  a  high  crime  and  of-  shall  in  England  and  Ireland  be 
fence,  and  shall  be  transported  be-  guilty  of  felony,  and  in  Scotland  of 
yond  the  teas  for  life."  a  high  crime  and  offence,  and  shall 

And  hy  sect  28  of  the  same  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for 

lUtate  it  it  enaeted,  ^  that  eveiy  life." 

VOL.  I.  ♦  O  5  N.  P. 
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1843.  ^^^  ^^®  prisoner^  on  the  8th  day  of  August^  6th  Vict.,  at 
&c., ''  feloniously  did  steal,  take^  and  carry  away /rom  and 
out  of  a  certain  post-letter,  to  wit^  a  post-letter  addressed 
Messrs.  Adams  &  Co.,  bankers^  Shrewsbury,  six  valuable 
securities;  that  is  to  say,  two  promissory  notes  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  ten  pounds  each,  one  bank-note  for 
the  sum  of  ten  pounds,  [describing  the  other  *  romissory 
notes  stolen,  but  not  alleging  any  of  them  to  be  unsatisfied], 
then  and  there  respectively  sent  by  the  post,  of  the  pro- 
perty, goods,  and  chattels  of  her  Majesty*s  Postmaster- 
General,  against  the  form  of  the  statute"  Sec.  Second  count, 
that  the  prisoner  on  Sec.,  at  &c.,  "  feloniously  did  steal,  take, 
and  carry  away  from  a  certain  post-office  there  situate  a  cer- 
tain other  post-letter,  to  wit,  a  post-letter  directed  and  ad- 
dressed to  and  for  certain  persons  at  Shrewsbury,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  by  the  name  and  style  of  Messieurs 
Adams  and  Company,  the  said  post-letter  in  this  count 
mentioned  being  then  and  there  the  property,  goods,  and 
chattels  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster-Greneral,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute  **  &c.  The  third  count  charged  the  pri- 
soner with  stealing  the  notes  [describing  them]  ''then  and 
there  respectively  sent  by  post,  of  the  property,  goods,  and 
chattels  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster-Qeneral,  in  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  William  Haverkam  there  situate,  the  said 
several  sums  of  money  secured  by  and  upon  the  said  promis- 
sory notes  and  bank-notes  respectively  in  this  count  men- 
tioned being  then  and  there  respectively  due  and  unsatis- 
fied to  her  Majesty's  Postmaster-Oeneral,  the  proprietor 
thereof  respectively,  against  the  form  of  the  statute "  &c. 
The  fourth  count  charged  that  the  prisoner,  being  a  servant 
of  William  Haverkam,  stole  the  notes  ''  then  and  there 
respectively  sent  by  the  post,"  the  property  of  the  Post- 
master-General, ''  and  in  the  possession  of  the  said  William 
Haverkam,  her  master,"  the  money  secured  by  the  notes 
being  unsatisfied  to  the  Postmaster-General,  the  proprietor 
thereof,  as  in  the  third  count.  The  fifth  count  charged 
that  the  prisoner  was  the  servant  of  William  Haverkam, 
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and  stole  the  notes  from  her  master^  laying  the  property  in  ^3^3 
him,  and  averring  that  the  money  secured  by  the  notes  was 
unsatisfied  to  him.  Sixth  count,  for  a  larceny  in  stealing 
the  notes,  laying  the  property  in  John  Robinson  and  an- 
other. Seventh  count,  the  like,  laying  the  property  in 
Charles  Marsh  Adams,  and  others. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Holme,  who  was  the  partner  of 
Mr.  Bobinson,  that,  on  the  8th  of  August,  1842,  he  in- 
closed the  notes  in  question  in  a  letter  addressed  to  Messrs. 
Adams  &  Co.,  bankers,  at  Shrewsbury,  and  gave  the  letter, 
with  its  contents,  to  his  apprentice,  Christopher  Tomlin- 
son,  to  put  into  the  Church  Stretton  Post-office ;  and  it 
was  proved  by  Christopher  Tomlinson,  that  he  took  the 
letter  to  the  Talbot  Inn  at  Church  Stretton,  and  placed  it 
upon  a  table  under  the  bar  window  in  the  passage,  which 
passage  leads  into  the  kitchen ;  and  that  upon  the  letter 
he  placed  twopence,  to  prepay  the  postage^  and  the  pri 
soner  being  near,  he  pointed  the  letter  out  to  her,  when 
she  said,  "  They  will  be  here  directly,  I  will  give  it  to 
them,''  and  he  then  went  away.  It  was  proved  by  Mr. 
Haverkam,  that  the  post-office  at  Church  Stretton  is  at 
his  house,  which  is  the  Talbot  Inn^  and  that  the  letter- 
box, which  is  in  the  before-mentioned  passage  leading  to 
the  kitchen  of  the  Talbot  Inn,  is  always  kept  locked.  It 
was  further  proved  by  Mr.  Haverkam^  that  the  prisoner 
was  in  his  service  on  the  8th  of  August,  1842,  but  that  he 
had  never  authorized  the  prisoner,  or  any  other  of  his 
servants,  to  receive  letters  for  him.  Evidence  was  given  to 
shew  that  the  prisoner  had  stolen  the  letter  and  its  con- 
tents. 

F,  V.  Lee,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit  that  the  prisoner 
must  be  acquitted  on  the  first  four  counts  of  this  indict- 
ment. The  first  count  is  for  stealing  notes  ''from  and 
out  of  a  certain  post-letter ;''  the  second,  for  stealing  '^  a 
certain  other  post-letter;''  the  third  for  stealing  notes 
''sent  by  post;"  and  the  fourth  is,  as  to  this  part  of  the 

VOL.  I.  *  G  6  N.  p. 
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1843.  ^^^^^9  similar  to  the  third.  It  is^  therefore^  essential  to 
all  these  different  modes  of  stating  the  offence^  that  this 
should  have  been  a  ''post-letter/'  which  it  certainly  was 
not^  as  it  was  neither  put  into  the  letter-box,  which  would 
have  made  it  a  post-letter,  nor  was  it  delivered  to  any 
post-master,  or  any  person  authorized  by  the  post-offioe, 
or  even  authorized  by  the  post-master  to  receive  letters 
for  him. 

WioHTMAN,  J. — I  think  that,  as  to  those  counts,  the 
objection  must  prevail,  and  that  this  letter  was  neither  a 
''  post-letter,^'  nor  were  the  notes  contained  in  it  "  sent  by 
the  post." 

Verdict — Ouilty  of  larceny  on  the  sixfli 
count  (6). 

Whateley  and  WkUmore,  for  the  prosecution. 
f.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attoraies— Peacoci^,  and  Jones,"] 

(b)  Seethe  cases ofiZex v. Pear-  3,  c.  143,  of  whieh  '^so  much  as 

ton,  4  C.  &  P.  572 ;  and  Reglna  v.  relates  to  the  post-office"  is  now 

Eatkbon0,  Car.  &  M.  220.  1  he  in-  repealed  by  the  stat  7  Will.  4  fr 

dictment  in  the  former  of  these  cases  1  Vict.  c.  32,  sch.  (  A .) 
was  framed  upon  the  stat.  52  Oeo. 
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{CivUSide). 


BEFORE    MB.  JUSTICE   WIOHTMAN. 


BrOBEBTS  V.  Justice,  Esq. 

1  ROVER  for  household  furniture  and  casks. — Pleas:  a. brought 

first,  not  guUty ;  second,  not  possessed.  ^'SJ^b'  g*;/^^ 

seized  at  the 
house  of  B.  by 

The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  the  defendant, 

household  furniture  and  casks,  which  had  been  sold  hj  underafi.  fa  ' 

the  defendant,  as  sheriflF  of  Shropshire,  under  a  writ  of  fieri  cSm*d^nder* 

facias  against  William  Botwood,  on  the  4th  of  May,  1841.  *  «**«  atauc- 

txT'  1  11  •  i»  1  1  ^*®"»  ^***ch  was 

With  respect  to  the  casks  no  question  of  law  arose,  as  the  suted  at  the 

case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  they  were  his  lo"have  \len  * 

casks,  which  he  had  lent  to  Botwood :  but  with  respect  to  "*■?*  under  an 

'  '  ^  assignment  by 

the  furniture,  it  was  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  B.  for  the  be- 
that,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1841,  the  furniture  had  been  ditora.    To 
sold  by  auction  on  Botwood^s  premises,  and  that  the  auc-  gaie^w  Jraudu- 
tioneer  stated  that  the  furniture  had  been  assigned  by  Jfntfihede- 

°  -^  fendant's 

Botwood  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  that  the  sale  counsel  pro- 
was  by  order  of  his  assignee.     Evidence  was  also  given  to  evidence,  that, 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  bought  the  furniture  at  this  ^JjfoVwtn7?n. 
sale,  and  had  paid  the  price  of  it.     It  further  appeared,  *"<^  w*>>*e  ^.^e 

,  ,  ,  goods  remained 

that,  down  to  the  time  of  the  execution  being  put  in,  the  in  B/s  posses- 
furniture  remained  in  the  possession  of  Botwood,  who  was  tha°*the  goods 
not  called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff.  — ^eW  ll^t" 

this  evidence 
was  not  receiv- 

Greaves,  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  ask  a  witness  ****** 
for  the  plaintiff,  whether,  at  the  time  when  the  sheriff^s 
ofiScer  went  to  seize  the  goods  under  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias^  Botwood  did  not  say  that  the  goods  were  his  son's. 
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1843. 


Roberts 

V. 

Justice. 


WioHTMAN^  J. — I  think  the  evidence  is  not  admissible. 

Greaves  and  Keating,  for  th(  defendant. — ^This  is  like 
the  case  of  a  bankrupt^  where  declarations  after  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  have  been  held  admissible.  So^  in  the  case 
of  hat  V.  Finch  {a),  it  was  held^  upon  an  issue  whether  a 
party  died  possessed  of  certain  farming  stocky  that  evidence 
might  be  given  of  a  conversation,  in  which  such  party  ad- 
mitted that  she  had  given  up  her  farming  stock  to  her  son- 
in-law.  In  the  present  case,  Botwood  was  in  possession 
under  the  plaintiff,  and,  as  the  terms  on  which  he  was  in 
possession  are  not  shewn,  what  Botwood  said  may  be  given 
in  evidence. 


WiGTHMAN,  J. — I  think  the  evidence  is  not  admissible. 
In  the  cases  referred  to  the  parties  claimed  under  the  per- 


(a)  1  Taunt.  142.  In  that  case, 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass  for 
taking  three  maresi  in  which  the  de- 
fendants justified  under  a  heriot 
custom,  and  in  which  the  only  ques- 
tion between  the  parties  was,  whe- 
ther one  Alice  Watson,  the  tenant, 
was  possessed  of  the  said  mares  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  it  was  ad- 
mitted they  had  formerly  been  her 
property;  but  it  was  contended  that, 
some  time  before  her  death,  she 
had  transferred  them,  with  the  rest 
of  her  farming  stock,  to  the  plain- 
tiff*. For  the  purpose  of  proving 
this  transfer,  a  witness  was  called  to 
speak  to  a  conversation,  in  which 
Mrs.  Watson  had  stated  that  she 
had  retired  from  business,  and  had 
given  up  her  farm  and  stock  to  her 
son-in-law,  the  plaintiff*.  Lord  El- 
lenborotighy  C.  J.,  inquired  whether 
these  declarations  were  accompa- 


nied by  any  act  relative  to  the 
management  of  the  farm  ;  and  this 
being  answered  in  the  negative,  his 
Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  could  not  be  received ; 
but  it  was  afterwards  held  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  that  the 
evidence  ought  to  have  been  re- 
ceived; and  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Mansfieldj  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  said,  "  The  ad- 
mission supposed  to  have  been  made 
by  Mrs.  Watson  was  against  her 
own  interest.  Had  this  been  an 
action  between  Mrs.  Watson  and 
the  present  plaintiff*,  her  acknow- 
ledgment that  the  property  belonged 
to  him  might  clearly  have  been 
given  in  evidence.  It  ought,  there- 
fore, to  have  been  received  in  the 
present  instance,  because  the  right 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor  depended 
upon  her  title." 
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ions  whose  declarations  were  given  in  evidence.    In  this        1843. 
case  the  plaintiff  claims  adversely  to  Botwood.  Roberts 

The  evidence  was  rejected  (i).  Justicb. 

The  jury  found  that  the  sale  at  auction 
was  fraudulent,  but  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff;  damages,  for  the 
value  of  the  casks. 

Whateley  and  F,  V.  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Greaves  and  Keating,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Hardtvicke,  and  Titterton.l^ 

(6)  See  the  cases  of  Prosser  v.  GwiUiniy  post,  p.  93,  and  Stothert  v. 
Jamet,  post,  p.  121. 


HEREFORD  ASSIZES. 
{Civil  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    WIGHTMAN  (a). 


Prosser  v,  Gwillim. 

ISSUE  directed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  try  whe-  On  the  trial  of 
ther  certain  goods,  which  had  been  seized  by  the  sheriff  of  *"  trj*  whethe^r 
Herefordshire  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  sued  out  against  ^^rsheriff  of  **^ 
William  Gwillim,  were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  H.  under  a  fi. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  witness  was  callea,  who  were  the  goods 

of  the  plaintiff, 
the  plaintiff's 
counsel  proposed  to  gire  evidence  of  a  statement  made  hy  G.,  before  the  execution  went  in,  that 
he  (0.)  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  and  was  going  to  assign  his  goods  to  him,  by  way  of  pay- 
ment:— Heidt  that  this  evidence  was  not  receivable. 

(a)  Mr.  Justice  Ertktne  was  not  of  Regina  v.  Cooper^  (one  of  the 

at  either  the  Shrewsbury  or  the  Chartists),  which    trial    occupied 

Hereford  Assises,  being  detained  eleven  days, 
at  Stafford  by  the  trial  of  the  case 
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1843.        proved  that  William  Gwillim,  before  the  execution  waa 
Pbosser       ^^^^  ^^^>  b^^  fetched  him  to  his  house  to  witness  the  exe* 
G  ILL  cution  of  an  assignment  of  these  goods  to  the  plaintiff. 

Greaves,  for  the  plaintiff^  proposed  to  shew,  by  the  evi- 
dence of  this  witness,  that,  as  the  witness  was  then  going 
with  William  Gwillim  to  the  house  of  the  latter,  he  was 
told  by  William  Gwillim,  that  he  (William  Gwillim)  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  and  was  going  to  assign  his  goods 
to  him  by  way  of  payment. 

Whateley,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  what  Wil- 
liam Gwillim  has  said  is  no  evidence  against  the  present 
defendant. 

Greaves. — This  declaration  of  William  Gwillim  was  made 
before  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff,  which  distinguishes 
this  *ase  from  that  of  Roberts  v.  Justice  [b) ;  and  I  also  sub- 
mit that  a  declaration  made  by  a  person  in  possession  of 
goods  or  land,  before  an  assignment  or  sale,  is  receivable 
in  evidence,  although  a  declaration  after  an  assignment  or 
sale  is  not  receivable. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  think  the  evidence  is  inadmissible. 
The  execution  creditor  does  not  claim  the  goods  under 
William  Gwillim,  but  adversely  to  him. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Greaves,  and  W.  H.  Cooke,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Whateley,  and  Venables,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Price,  and  Pugh,"] 
{h)  Ante,  p.  93,  and  see  also  the  case  oiStothert  v.  James,  post,  p.  121. 
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MONMOUTH  ASSIZES. 

{Crown  Side.) 

BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    PATTESON. 


Beoina  V.  Eliza  Ann  Dent. 

DIGAMY. — This  prisoner  was  indicted  for  bigamy,  in  On  an  indict- 
kaving  married  Richard  Stanley  Wall,  her  former  husband,  ^^^u  tn'^ofe".- 
Edward  Dent,  being  then  alive.  "*."'»**  ^^*;  *, 

'  °  witness,  who  is 

The  marriage  of  the  prisoner  with  Edward  Dent,  at  called  to  prove 

the  law  of 

Monmouth,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1840,  and  her  mar-  Scotland  as  to 
riage  with  Richard  Stanley  Wall,  before  the  registrar  of  ^^uia^te  at  all 
St.  Pancras,  Middlesex,  on  the  4th  of  July,  1842,  were  connected  with 

'  '  ^  ^  '  the  legal  pro- 

proved;  and  it  was  also  proved  that  Edward  Dent  was  fession;  andthe 

-.      .  evidence  of  a 

Mive.  gentleman,  who 

stated  that  he 
was  born  and 

It  was  opened  by  F.  V,  Lee,  for  the  defence,  that  the  educated  in 

Scotland,  and 

marriage  of  the  prisoner  with  Edward  Dent  was  invalid,  lived  there  till 
as  Edward  Dent  had,  in  the  year  1828,  married  Mary  years^ouT^and 
Anne  Bruce,  who  was  still  alive.  that  he  was  ac- 

'  quainted  with 

the  law  of  mar- 
It  was  proved  by  Mary  Anne  Barclay,  that,  in  the  year  und,  was  held 
1828,  she  was  present  at  the  marriage  of  Edward  Dent  for^tSi^purtosL 
uid  Mary  Anne  Bruce,  at  Leith,  that  marriage  being  by 
a  minister  of  the  Scottish  Church,  at  his  house. 

To  prove  the  law  of  Scotland  on  the  subject  of  mar- 
riage, Mr.  Gibbon  was  called.  He  said,  ''I  reside  at 
Staunton,  near  Monmouth.  I  live  on  my  property.  I 
was  born  and  educated  in  Scotland,  and  lived  there  till  I 
was  twenty  years  old.  I  am  acquainted  with  the  law  of 
marriage  in  Scotland.  Marriages  are  of  two  sorts  in  that 
country — ^regular  and  clandestine,  but  both  are  equally 
lawful :  the  first  is  performed  by  a  clergyman  of  the  Esta- 
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blished  Church  of  Scotland ;  the  other  is^  where  the  par- 
ties acknowledge  themselves  as  man  and  vrife  in  the  pre- 
sence of  witnesses/'  In  his  cross-examination^  Mr.  Gibbon 
said^  "  I  never  heard  of  marriages  performed  in  the  Kirk. 
There  is  no  certificate  required^  and  no  writing  whatever. 
I  have  been  at  many  marriages^  and  never  heard  of  any 
certificate  being  given  or  asked  for,'' 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit  that  Mr.  Oib- 
bon  not  being  at  all  connected  with  the  legal  profession  in 
Scotland^  his  evidence  is  not  sufiicient  to  prove  the  law  of 
Scotland. 

F.  V.  Lee. — I  submit  that  it  is  not  essential  that  a  per- 
son should  be  a  lawyer^  in  order  to  state  what  the  law  of 
another  country  is.  If  his  evidence  is  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  learned  Judge  that  he  possesses  sufficient  skill  and 
knowledge  of  the  law  of  the  country^  respecting  which  he 
deposes^  that  is  sufficient. 

WiGHTMAN^  J. — ^I  am  quite  satisfied  with  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Gibbon^  and  I  am  of  opinion^  that,  according  to 
the  law  of  Scotland^  the  marriage  of  Edward  Dent  and 
Mary  Anne  Bruce  was  valid^  and  that  the  marriage  of 
Edward  Dent  with  the  prisoner  was  therefore  void.  The 
prisoner  must^  therefore^  be  acquitted. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 
Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 
JP.  V,  Lee,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attoraies— Oicvn,  and  GaUndoJl 
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GLOUCESTER  ASSIZES, 
{CivU  Side.) 

BEFOKE    MR.   JUSTICE   EE8KINE. 


Stockeb  and  Another  v.  Bodgers  and  Another. 

UaSE  for  infringing  a  patent  for  "  certain  improvements  IC  in  an  action 

in  straps  for  wearing  apparel." — Pleas:  first,  not  guilty;  mentofa"^ 

second,  that  the  alleged  invention  was  not  new;  third,  that  fe*^ant  piei^" 

the  specification  did  not  particularly  describe  the  inven-  not  guilty,  that 

,.,  ..  t,  1-rfci.      the  invention 

tion,  and  in  what  manner  it  is  to  be  performed.     Eepli-  was  not  new, 
cation  to  the  first  plea,  a  similiter;  to  the  second  plea,  specification ia 
that  the  alleged  invention  was  new ;  and  to  the  third  plea,  no^«»*cient ; 
that  the  specification  did  particularly  describe  the  inven-  fendant  at  the 
tion,  and  in  what  manner  it  was  to  be  performed.  «  Terdictforthe 

plaintiff,  with- 

Before  any  evidence  was  adduced  for  the  plaintiff^,  Whate-  JenclTbeln J 
few,  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  he  had  no  defence  to  r^eof  the  judge 

will  not  certify, 

the  present  action,  and  that  he  would  consent  to  a  verdict  under  the  sut. 

c     Ai\      :i  5&6Wi!l.  4, 

for  40*.  damages.  ,..  33^ ,.  3^ 

^  that  the  va- 

This  proposal  was  assented  to  by  R.  V.  Richards,  for  the  "<*>ty  of  the 

^  patent  came  in 

plaintiff.  question  before 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  damages,  40*. 


hinu'* 


R.  V.  Richards  applied  to  the  learned  Judge  for  a  cer- 
tificate, under  the  3rd  section  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  83  (a),  that  the  validity  of  the  patent  came  in  question. 

TVhateky,  for  the  defendant. — I  do  not  object  to  that. 

Erskine,  J. — ^I  think  that,  as  this  is  a  verdict  by  con* 
sent,  and  as  no  evidence  has  been  adduced  before  me,  I 

(a)  Set  out  in  9  C.  &  P.  336,  n.  (a). 
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1843. 


Stocker 

V. 
RODGB&S. 


ought  not  to  grant  a  certificate.  My  certificate  would 
aficct  third  parties ;  and  it  would  be  possible^  in  a  case  like 
the  present^  for  two  parties^  by  collusion^  to  consent  to  a 
verdict  in  favour  of  a  patent^  and^  if  they  could  obtain  a 
certificate  under  the  third  section  of  the  statute^  to  use  it 
afterwards  to  the  injury  of  another  party  who  was  really 
contesting  the  validity  of  the  patent. 

Certificate  refused  (6). 
R.  V.  Richards  and  A,  M.  Skinner,  for  the  plaintiff. 
JFhateley,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Richards,  and  Rawlins.'] 
(b)  See  the  case  of  GiUett  v.  }Filby,  9  C.  &  P.  334. 


April  \2tk. 


Mason  v.  Barker^  Esq. 

J;ALSE  imprisonment;  it  being  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion as  special  damage^  that  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to 


If  a  magistrate 
commits  a  per- 
son to  prison  in 
a  case  in  which 

he  has  no  jurisdiction,  he  is  liable  for  all  the  circumstances  that  usually  attend  the  execution  of  a 
warrant  of  commitment,  such  as  the  party  being  handcuffed,  tiaving  his  hair  cut  short  at  the  pri- 
son, and  his  being  put  in  a  bath  there ;  but  not  for  any  violence  or  excess  of  the  officers. 

If  a  party  is  taken  into  custody  by  a  constable,  on  a  warrant,  the  signature  of  which  is  proved 
to  be  of  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  a  magistrate,  this  is  prim&  facie  evidence  against 
the  defendant  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  without  further  proof  that  the  warrant  was 
issued  by  him. 

A  party,  in  a  notice  of  action,  may  describe  himself  by  the  addition  of  what  he  really  is,  e.  g. 
"  dealer,"  although  in  the  commitment  he  is  described  as  a  labourer. 

The  provisions  of  the  stat.  52  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  that  convictions  for  sporting  without  game  certi- 
ficates shall  be  entered  and  registered  with  the  commissioners  of  taxes  of  the  district,  and  re- 
turned to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  are  directory  only ;  and  where  this  has  been  omitted,  the  con- 
viction is  not  therefore  void  ;  but  the  convicting  magistrate  may  be  liable  to  punishment  for  not 
complying  with  the  directions  of  the  statute. 

SembUf  that  a  commitment  which  recites  a  conviction  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  adjudged  to 
forfeit  i^O,  which  is  mitigated  to  19/.  10«.,  and  10«.  added  for  costs,  is  supported  by  proof  of  a 
conviction  in  a  penalty  of  jf20,  from  which  the  magistrate  orders  10«.  costs  to  be  deducted. 

Where,  in  a  conviction,  the  summons  is  recited,  such  recital  of  it  is  evidence  of  the  summons; 
but,  in  an  action  against  the  convicting  magistrate  for  false  imprisonment,  the  plaintiff  may  shew 
that  there  was  no  summons,  and  if  he  does  so,  the  conviction  is  bad. 

Whether  a  conviction,  drawn  up  in  a  form  given  by  statute,  not  reciting  the  summons,  is  primft 
facie  evidence  of  the  summons,  query. 

Where  a  party  is  committed  for  non-payment  of  a  penalty,  in  a  case  where  the  magistrate 
has  no  jurisdiction,  and,  after  a  part  of  the  imprisonment,  he  is  discharged  on  the  penalty  being 
paid,  the  jury  may,  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  against  the  magistrate,  include  the  amount 
of  the  penalty  in  the  damages,  if  they  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  paid  it,  or  that  it  was  paid 
in  such  a  way  that  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  re-pay  the  amount  to  the  person  who  actually  ad- 
vanced the  money. 
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pay  a  sum  of  £20  to  obtain  his  discharge. — Plea— Not         1843. 
guilty  ''  by  statute.^ 


39 


It  was  opened  by  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiflF,  that 
on  Saturday^  the  30th  of  July,  1842,  the  plaintiflF  was  ap- 
prehended by  a  policeman  at  Fairford,  who  told  him  he 
must  be  taken  to  Northleach  prison  unless  he  paid  £20, 
this  having  reference  to  a  complaint  made  about  four  years 
before,  that  the  plaintiflF  had  shot  a  hare  without  having 
taken  out  a  game  certificate.  Upon  this  the  plaintiflF  was 
handcaflFed,  and  taken  to  the  prison  at  Northleach,  where 
he  had  his  hair  cut  close,  and  he  was  put  into  water;  and 
was  there  detained  till  the  following  Monday,  when  he  was 
discharged  on  the  £20  being  paid.  This  was  done  under  a 
warrant  of  the  defendant,  dated  the  29th  of  May,  1838, 
the  plaintiflF  having  (as  he  was  instructed)  been  convicted, 
if  he  was  convicted  at  all,  without  any  summons. 

The  notice  of  action  was  put  in.  It  was  in  the  same 
form  as  a  declaration  for  false  imprisonment  (a),  but  stating 
the  imprisonment  to  have  occurred  at  Fairford,  Bibury, 
and  Northleach  (i).  It  commenced — "I,  Thomas  Mason, 
of  Fairford,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  dealer ,  do  hereby, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  give  you  notice,''  &c. 

Mr.  Townsend,  the  governor  of  the  prison  at  North- 
leach, produced  the  warrant  for  the  commitment  of  the 
plaintiflF,  which  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  on  which  the 
plaintiflF  was  imprisoned. 


(a)  A   notice  of  action  in  the  Upcher,  2  G.  &  D.  716,  it  was  held 

Mme  form  as  a  declaration  in  tres-  that,  in  a  notice  of  action  for  false 

pass  was  held  good  hy  the  Court  of  imprisonment,  the  place  where  the 

Exchequer,  in  the  case  of  Gimbert  imprisonment    occurred   must    be 

T.  Coyney,  M*Clel.  &  Younge,  469.  stated. 

(&)  In   the  case  of  Marlins  ▼. 
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It  was  in  the  following  form: — 

County  of  Gloucester,  ^  To  the  constable  of  Fairford,  in  the  said  county, 
to  wit.  J      and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at 

Northleach,  in  the  said  county. 

Whereas,  Thomas  Mason,  the  younger,  of  Fairford,  in  the  said  county, 
labourer,  was,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1838; 
convicted  before  me,  John  Raymond  Barker,  esquire,  one  of  her  Majes^'s 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  and  also  one  of  the  commis- 
sioners  for  executing  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the  52nd  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  Migesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled,  "  An  Act  for 
granting  to  his  Majesty  certain  new  and  additional  duties  of  assessed 
taxes,  and  for  consolidating  the  same  iirith  the  former  duties  of  assessed 
taxes,"  appointed  to  act  as  such  commissioner  in  the  division  of  Bibury, 
upon  the  oath  of  Joseph  Hinks,  a  credible  witness,  for  that  he,  the  said 
Thomas  Mason,  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Kemps- 
ford,  in  the  said  county,  did  unlawfully  use  a  certain  gun  for  the  purpose 
of  killing  and  taking  game,  and  did  take  and  kill  one  hare,  without  haiF- 
ing  such  certificate  as  is  required  by  law  for  that  purpose,  by  virtue 
whereof  he,  the  said  Thomas  Mason,  hath  forfeited  the  sum  of  iS20, 
which  was  mitigated  by  me  to  the  sum  of  19/.  10<.,  hesides  the  eortt. 
And  whereas  it  appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  me,  the  said  justice,  that 
the  said  Thomas  Mason  hath  not  goods  and  chattels  within  my  jurisdic- 
tion sufficient  whereon  to  levy  the  said  penalty. 

These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  constable  of  Fairford 
aforesaid,  to  apprehend  the  body  of  the  said  Thomas  Mason,  and  him 
safely  to  convey  to  the  house  of  correction  at  Northleach,  in  the  said 
county,  and  there  deliver  him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof,  with  this 
precept 

And  I  do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  house  of 
correction,  to  receive  into  your  custody,  in  the  said  house  of  correction, 
the  said  Thomas  Mason,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  for  the  space  of 
six  calendar  months,  imless  the  said  mitigated  penalty,  together  with  lOt. 
for  costs  of  the  said  proceedings  and  conviction,  shall  be  sooner  paid ; 
and  for  so  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  the  29tli  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of 

our  Lord  1838. 

(Signed)  J.  Raymond  Barker  (l.s.) 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  policeman,  named  Thomas 
Watson,  was  called.  He  said — ''  On  the  26th  or  the  27th 
of  July,  1842, 1  received  this  warrant  from  Mr,  White,  the 
clerk  of  the  magistrates  at  Fairford.  When  I  received  the 
warrant  the  plaintiff  was  residing  at  Fairford.  He  had  a 
horse  and  cart,  sold  green-grocery,  and  was  dealing  there. 
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On  the  30th  of  July,  1842,  between  seven  and  eight  1843. 
o'clock  in  the  evening,  I  took  the  plaintiff  into  custody  at  ' 

Fairford.   I  put  handcuffs  on  him,  and  sent  him  to  North-  v. 

leach. 


R,  V.  Bicharda  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  the 
defendant,  as  a  magistrate,  cannot  be  liable  for  the  plaintiff 
bdng  handcuffed  by  the  constable. 

Ebbkinb,  J. — If  the  whole  proceedings  are  invalid,  the 
magistrate  is  liable  for  all  those  circumstances  that  usually 
attend  the  execution  of  a  warrant,  but  not  for  any  violence 
or  excess  on  the  part  of  the  o£Scers. 

The  witness  Watson,  in  his  cross-examination,  said — 
^  The  plaintiff  asked  me  if  there  was  anything  against  any 
other  person  for  the  same  offence.  He  said  that  the  keeper 
came  up  when  he  fired  the  gun  off,  and  the  keeper  and 
he  had  a  smartish  tussle,  and  that  while  he  had  hold  of 
the  keeper,  Merrett  came  up  and  took  away  the  hare.  He 
also  told  me,  that  he  had  gone  off,  and  never  knew  a  sum- 
mons to  be  served.  He  told  me  that  the  hare  was  killed 
in  Kempsford,  in  the  Bibury  district.  He  asked  me  who 
lodged  the  information  against  him,  and  I  told  him  Joseph 
Hinks,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Huntingford^s  coachman.  The  plain- 
tiff's father  lives  at  Fairford.     I  do  not  know  his  name.^' 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Townsend,  and  a  turnkey  at  North- 
leach  named  Harding,  that  the  plaintiff  was  washed  in  a 
warm  bath  at  that  prison,  and  had  his  hair  cut  close ;  and 
that  it  was  the  usual  practice  to  bathe  persons  brought 
there,  and  to  cut  their  hair,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
brought  to  the  Northleach  prison  on  Sunday,  the  3lst  of 
July,  at  about  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  was  dis- 
charged at  twelve  on  the  following  day,  when  the  plaintiff's 
wife  brought  a  paper  (which  was  not  given  in  evidence),  in 
consequence  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  discharged. 

It  was  proved  by  a  policeman  named  Large,  that  he  re- 
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1843.        ceived  the  plaintiff  from  the  other  policeman^  and  took  him 
to  Bibury,  on  his  way  to  Northleaeh.  In  his  cross-examin- 
V.  ation  this  witness  said — "  The  plaintiff  told  me  that  he 

and  the  keeper  had  fought  a  bit,  and  that  he  got  away; 
and  he  told  me  that  he  had  been  away  for  four  years:"  and 
in  re-examination  he  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  same 
conversation,  said  he  had  not  been  served  with  any  sum- 
mons. 

R.  V.  Richards,  for  the  defendant. — ^I  submit  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
Mr.  Barker  was  any  party  to  this  transaction.  There  is 
nothing  to  affect  Mr.  Barker  but  his  signature  to  the 
warrant.  The  plaintiff  must  go  further  to  implicate  Mr. 
Barker.  Suppose  that  Mr.  Barker  put  his  name  to  the 
warrant,  not  intending  to  have  it  executed,  and  that  Mr. 
White  found  it,  and  gave  it  to  the  constable. 

Erskine,  J. — ^The  warrant  being  in  the  hands  of  the 
constable,  signed  by  the  defendant,  is  primd  facie  evidence 

that  the  defendant  issued  it. 

* 

R.  V.  Richards. — If  there  is  a  good  warranty  the  law 
will  presume  a  good  conviction. 

Erskine,  J. — ^That  is  so  as  regards  the  constable,  but 
not  so  as  to  the  magistrate.  A  good  warrant  is  a  su£Scient 
protection  to  the  officer,  but  no  protection  to  the  justice. 

22.  V.  Richards, — There  is  a  defect  in  the  notice  of 
action.  The  policeman  says,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  father 
living  at  Fairford,  and  the  plaintiff  should  be  described  as 
the  younger,^'  ad  he  is  in  the  commitment  (c). 


iC 


(c)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Peace  sufficient  to  prove  that  an  assault 

(3  B.  &  A.  579),  it  was  held,  that  was  committed  upon  a  person  bear- 

upou  an  indictment  for  an  assault  ing  that  name,  although  it  appeared 

upon  ^'  Elizabeth  Edwards,"  it  was  that  there  were  two  persons  of  that 
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E&sKiNE^  J. — ^There  is  no  evidence  of  the  father^s  name.         1843. 


R.  V.  Richards. — The  plaintiff  is  described  in  the  notice 
a  dealer^  and  in  the  commitment  as  a  labourer. 


GreaveSj  on  the  same  side. — The  notice  of  action  onght 
to  follow  the  description  in  the  commitment.  Mr.  Barker 
never  knew  the  plaintiff  as  a  dealer. 

Erskine^  J. — ^You  shall  have  the  benefit  of  these  objec- 
tions^ if  there  is  anything  in  them ;  but  I  think  there  is 
nothing  in  them.  In  the  notice  the  plaintiff  is  correctly 
described  as  a  dealer^  as  he  was  so. 


R  V,  Richards  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant^  and 
proposed  to  put  in  the  conviction  of  the  plaintiff^  the  de- 
fendant's handwriting  of  the  signature  of  it  being  proved. 

The  conviction  was  in  the  following  form : — 

Cocmty  of  Gloucester,  *)      Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  29th  day  of 
to  wit.  J  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1838,  at  Fairford, 

in  the  said  county  of  Gloucester,  Thomas  Mason,  of  Fairford,  in  the  said 
coonty,  labourer,  was  duly  convicted  by  me,  John  Rajonond  Barker, 
esquire,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  of  and  for  the  said 
county,  and  also  one  of  the  commissioners  for  executing  a  certain  statute 
passed  in  the  52nd  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the 
Third,  intituled,  "An  Act  for  granting  to  his  Majesty  certain  new  and 
additional  duties  of  assessed  taxes,  and  for  consolidating  the  same  with 
the  former  duties  of  assessed  taxes,"  and  the  several  other  acts  relating 
to  the  said  duties  of  assessed  taxes,  appointed  to  act  as  such  commissioner 
in  the  district  of  Bibury,  in  the  said  county,  for  that  he,  the  said  Thomas 
Mason,  heretofore,  and  within  three  calendar  months  next  before  the 
making  of  this  conviction  and  the  information  on  which  the  same  was 
foonded,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  May  aforesaid,  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
at  Kempsford,  in  the  district  and  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully  did  use  a 


name,  who  were  mother  and  daugh- 
ter«  and  that  the  assault  was  com- 
mitted upon  the  daughter.  The 
objection  there  was,  that  the  proof 
varied  from  the  indictment,  inas- 
much   as    "  Elizabeth    Edwards" 


must  be  presumed  to  be  Elizabeth 
Edwards  the  elder;  but  that  ob- 
jection was  overruled  both  by  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd  at  the  trial,  and 
afterwards  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench. 
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1843.  certain  gun,  for  the  purpoee  of  then  and  there  taking  and  killing  game, 

to  wit,  a  hare,  without  having  obtained  such  certificate  as  ia  directed  by 
the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  in  order  to  an  asaesament  for 
the  year  wherein  the  said  Thomas  Mason  did  so  use  such  gun,  and  did  so 
kill  such  hare  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that 
made  and  provided,  and  was  adjudged  to  pay  the  sum  of  £20  for  his 
offence.  And  inasmuch  as  the  said  penalty  exceeded  the  sum  of  £5, 1, 
the  said  John  Raymond  Barker,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  accord- 
ing to  my  discretion,  did  then  and  there  adjudge  the  sum  of  lOt.  tat 
costs,  to  be  deducted  out  of  the  said  penalty,  in  case  the  said  penalty  wai 
paid  by  the  said  Thomas  Mason,  the  said  deduction  not  exceeding  one- 
fifth  part  of  the  said  penalty,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
that  case  made  and  provided ;  and  in  default  of  payment  of  the  said 
penalty,  and  in  case  sufficient  cattle,  goods,  or  chattels  of  the  said  Tbo» 
mas  Mason  could  not  be  found  to  satisfy  the  said  penalty,  together  with 
the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  attending  the  same,  as  directed  by  the  sta- 
tute in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I,  the  said  John  Raymond  Baxter, 
so  being  such  justice  and  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there 
adjudge  the  said  Thomas  Mason  to  be  committed  to  the  house  of  conec- 
tion  at  Northleach,  in  the  said  county,  there  to  remain  for  the  space  of 
six  months,  unless  the  said  penalty  should  be  sooner  paid. 

Given  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  me,  the  said  John  Raymond  Barker, 
so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  and  such  commissioner  acting  in  the 
execution  of  the  acts  relating  to  the  assessed  taxes  for  the  said  district 

of  Bibury  aforesaid. 

(Signed)  J.  Raymond  Barker  (l.8.) 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  this  conyiction  can- 
not be  read  in  evidence :  1st,  because  Mr.  Barker  could 
have  no  jurisdiction  at  all,  unless  he  was  a  commissioner 
for  the  district  of  Bibury,  which  is  not  shewn ;  and  2nd, 
because  there  is  no  evidence  that  this  conviction  has  been 
entered  and  registered  in  the  books  of  the  commissioners  of 
taxes  of  the  district,  nor  returned  to  the  derk  of  the  peace 
under  the  15th  rule  in  the  stat.  52  Geo.  8^  c.  98,  Sch.  (L.). 

Erskine^  J. — Is  that  more  than  directory  ? 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — It  cannot  be  su£Bcient  to  produce 
a  piece  of  parchment  under  the  defendant's  seal.  It  is  not 
shewn  that  the  defendant  was  a  commissioner;  and  the 
stat.  52  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  requiring  the  conviction  to  be  r^s- 
tered,  distinguishes  this  from  the  ordinary  cases. 
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Ebskine^  J. — ^There  is  a  distinction  between  a  warrant 
md  a  conviction.  The  conviction  may  be  drawn  up  at  any 
time,  but  the  warrant  must  be  drawn  up  before  the  arrest 
takes  place.  I  shall  receive  the  conviction  in  evidence.  I 
apprdiend  that  the  15th  rule  in  the  stat.  53  Geo.  3^  c.  93, 
Sch.  (L.)  is  directory.  It  does  not  enact  that  the  conviction 
•hall  be  void  if  its  provisions  are  not  complied  with.  The 
magistrate  might  be  liable  to  be  punished  for  not  conform- 
ing to  the  directions  contained  in  the  act^  but  still  the  con- 
viction be  good. 

The  conviction  was  read. 

Talfofurdy  Serjt. — ^The  conviction  does  not  authorize 
the  issuing  of  this  warrant.  By  the  conviction  the  plain- 
tiff is  convicted  in  a  penalty  of  £20^  and  the  magistrate 
adjudges  10«.  for  costs  to  be  deducted  from  the  penalty,  as 
not  exceeding  one-fifth  of  it.  The  warrant  recites  a  con- 
viction, by  which  the  plaintiff  forfeited  £20,  which  is  miti- 
gated to  19/.  10^.,  and  a  sum  of  10«.  is  added  for  costs. 

Erskine,  J. — Is  it  not  the  same  in  effect  ?  The  com- 
mitment must,  in  substance,  follow  the  conviction,  and,  if 
the  plaintiff  pays  £20,  he  is  to  be  discharged. 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — ^This  conviction  is  no  evidence  that  any 
summons  was  ever  served.  It  does  not  state  the  serrice  of 
any  summons,  or  even  the  issuing  of  one  {d). 


1843. 


{d)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  IlaUy 
(6  D.  &  R.  &i),  the  defendant  had 
been  convicted  by  default  on  the 
ttat.  5  Ann.  c.  14,  for  killing  game. 
The  conviction  was  removed  into 
the  Gnirt  of  King's  Bench  by  cer- 
tiorari, and  Mr.  Carter  moved  that 
it  should  be  qnashed,  '^  for  not  shew- 
ing on  the  face  of  it,  that  the  de~ 
fendant  had  been  served  personally 
with  the  summons  to  appear  to  the 
information."  Mr.  (afterwards  Mr. 


Justice)  Taunton,  contra,  "  con- 
tended that  personal  service  of  the 
summons  was  unnecessary,  and 
clearly  need  not  be  stated  on  the 
record.  Here  the  record  stated 
that  the  defendant  had  been  ^  duly 
summoned,'  which  imported  all 
reasonable  circumstances ;  and  the 
Court  would  intend  a  personal  ser- 
vice to  have  taken  place  if  that 
were  necessary."  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice Abbott  said,  *^  Without  giving 
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R.  V,  Richards. — The  stat.  52  Geo.  8,  c.  93,  has  given  a 
form  for  the  conviction,  which  has  heen  followed,  and  that 
form  is  equivalent  to  a  conviction  reciting  a  summons. 

Greaves. — ^The  statutes  which  give  forms  of  conviction 
were  passed  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  framing  of 
convictions,  and  for  the  better  protection  of  magistrates. 
Now,  if  it  were  held  that,  where  a  conviction  is  drawn  up 
in  the  form  given  by  a  statute,  the  preliminary  proceedings 
must  be  proved,  instead  of  such  forms  affording  a  better 
protection  to  magistrates,  the  magistrates  would  be  placed 
in  a  worse  situation  than  they  were  in  before.  Besides,  if 
the  summons  is  to  be  proved,  by  the  same  reason  the  in* 
formation  must  be  proved,  and  all  the  other  proceedings; 
the  consequence  of  which  would  be,  that,  instead  of  the 
conviction  being  conclusive  evidence  in  favour  of  the  ma- 
gistrate, which  it  is  according  to  all  the  authorities,  eveiy 
fact  must  be  proved  before  the  jury. 


Ebskine,  J. — ^There  is  a  case  of  Dingsdale  v.  Clarke, 
where  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  where  the 
statute  prescribed  a  summary  form  of  conviction,  reciting 
that  the  party  had  been  duly  convicted,  it  was  sufficient 


any  opinion  that  a  personal  service 
in  all  cases  is  absolutely  necessary, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  in  this 
case  no  sufficient  substantial  peiv 
sonal  service  appears  to  have  taken 
place,  and  therefore  the  conviction 
must  be  quashed."  And  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley  said,  ^'  It  is  consistent  with 
every  analogy,  that  a  person  shall 
not  be  concluded  without  personal 
service  of  the  process  which  is  to 
affect  his  liberty.  It  is  laid  down  in 
Burn,  Boscawen,  and  Nares,  and 
other  text  books,  that  personal  seiv 
vice  of  the  summons  is  necessary, 
uTiless  where  it  is  expressly  dis- 
pensed with  by  statute.    Of  this 


opinion  was  Lord  C.  J.  Parker^  in 
Rex  v.SiOTp<on,"(12  Mod.345),"  If 
the  defendant  appears  and  makes  a 
defence,  it  must  be  taken  that  he 
was  duly  summoned ;  but  if  the 
conviction  is  by  default,  it  must  be 
clearly  shewn  on  the  face  of  the 
record,  that  he  had  been  personally 
served^  and  had  an  opportunity  of 
being  heard."  "  I  think  this  con- 
viction must  be  quashed,  for  not 
shewing  that  the  defendant  was /)er- 
sonally  summoned."  Mr.  Justice 
Holroyd  and  Mr.  Justice  Little^ 
dale  concurred,  and  the  conviction 
was  quashed. 


Mason 

V 

Bajuuui. 
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for  the  magistrate  to  prove  the  recorded  conviction^  with-        1843. 
out  proof  of  any  previous  steps. 

Greaves. — That  case  is  reported  in  Starkie  on  Evi- 
dence {e). 

Ebskine^  J. — ^I  think  that  the  best  course  will  be^  to 
hold  that  the  previous  proceedings  ought  to  be  proved^ 
and  to  give  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit^ 
or  a  verdict  for  him^  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  previous  proceedings  need  not  be  proved^  as  that 
course  will  prevent  the  expense  of  a  new  trial. 

Talfourdy  Seijt.,  in  reply. — It  is  quite  clear  that  no  sum- 
mons was  served  on  the  plaintiff^  because  he  asks  one  of  the 
policemen  whether  any  one  else  is  included  in  the  charge^ 
and  who  is  the  informer^  all  of  which  he  would  have  known 
if  he  had  been  summoned;  and  the  bona  fides  of  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  doubted  as  to  what  he  then  stated^  as  he  at 
the  same  time  made  a  very  ample  confession  as  to  shooting 
the  hare^  of  which  the  defendant  has  had  the  full  benefit. 
And^  with  respect  to  the  damages^  I  submit  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  £20  included  in  them^  as  it  is  for  you 
to  say  whether  he  got  discharged  without  that  sum  having 
been  paid :  and  I  submit  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  compensa- 
tion for  being  put  under  prison  discipline^  for  which  Mr. 
Barker  is  responsible^  as  those  were  all  the  natural  conse- 
quences of  his  act  in  granting  the  warrant. 

Erskine^  J.J  (in  summing  up). — ^The  plaintiff  complains 
that  he  has  been  wrongfully  imprisoned^  and  the  defend- 
ant^ by  his  plea^  puts  in  issue  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  this  action.  It  was  suggested  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  defendant  had  ever  put  the  warrant  in 
operation ;  you  are  to  say  whether,  from  the  fact  of  the 
warrant  bearing  the  signature  of  the  magistrate,  and  being 

(e)  Vol.  2,  p.  430, 2nd  ed.;  Vol.  2,  p.  590,  3rd  ed. 
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1943.  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  oonstmble  by  the  clerk  of  the 
magistrates^  yon  are  satisfied  that  it  was  issued  by  the  de- 
fendant. If  you  are  satisfied  that  it  was  issued  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover,  unless 
the  defendant  could  shew  that  the  warrant  was  issued  un- 
der such  circumstances  as  would  justify  it.  A  conviction 
has  been  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  de- 
fendant had  jurisdiction ;  and  I  thought  it  much  better 
not  to  stop  the  case,  that  the  question,  whether  the  oon- 
riction  was  sufficient,  should  be  decided  by  the  CSourt 
above;  and,  if  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  ii 
good,  the  verdict  will  do  no  injury  to  the  defendant.  This 
conviction  is  in  the  summary  form,  and  not  reciting  either 
the  summons  or  the  information*  Where,  in  a  oonvictioii, 
the  summons  is  recited,  the  mere  recital  is  evidence  of  the 
summons;  but  even  if  this  conviction  had  recited  the 
summons,  it  would  have  been  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  have 
shewn  that  there  was  no  summons,  and  then  there  would 
be  no  good  conviction ;  for  if  no  summons  was  served  in 
this  case,  the  whole  proceedings  are  bad.  There  b  no  dis- 
tinct evidence  adduced  before  you  to  shew  either  that  a 
summons  was  served,  or  that  no  summons  was  served,  but 
there  is  a  statement  made  by  the  plaintiff  while  he  was  in 
custody.  Now,  it  does  not  follow,  that,  because  a  party 
makes  a  statement,  and  is  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of  a 
conversation  given  in  evidence,  that  you  are  to  take  the 
whole  of  it  to  be  true.  Still  it  must  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, and  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he 
had  not  been  served  with  any  summons ;  and  the  only  cir- 
cumstance tending  to  corroborate  that  statement  is  the 
&ct,  that  he  went  away  immediately  after.  You  will  say 
whether,  taking  all  the  circumstances  into  your  consider- 
ation, you  are  satisfied  that,  in  point  of  fact,  no  summons 
was  served.  The  only  other  question  is  the  amount  of 
the  damages.  It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  handcuffed, 
and  was  afterwards  put  into  a  warm  bath,  and  had  his 
hair  cut  close ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  defendant  was 
not  at  all  liable  for  any  of  those  things,  because  there  was 
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no  proof  that  he  had  directed  them  to  be  done;  but  if  a  1843. 
magistrate  puts  a  warrant  in  execution^  he  is  supposed  to 
authorize  all  persons  to  take  all  those  steps  which  are  ordi- 
narily taken  on  such  occasions ;  and  it  is  proved^  that  the 
same  course  was  adopted  in  this  as  in  other  cases^  and^ 
therefore^  the  magistrate  must  be  taken  to  have  authorized 
all  that  was  ordinarily  done,  and  that  might  be  reasonably 
expected  to  be  done.  Therefore,  if  cutting  the  hair  close 
was  to  be  reasonably  expected  as  a  consequence  of  the 
pluip^flp  being  taken  on  this  warranty  the  magistrate  is 
answerable  for  it.  You  are  to  say,  therefore,  what  damages 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to,  taking  it  that  he  has  been  im- 
properly convicted.  With  respect  to  the  £20,  if  you  are 
satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  paid  it,  or  that  it  was  paid  in 
such  a  way  that  he  was  liable  to  repay  the  amount  to  the 
person  who  actually  advanced  the  money,  you  ought  to 
take  that  into  account  in  awarding  damages.  There  is  no 
direct  evidence  that  the  £20  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
by  any  one;  but  it  is  proved  that  his  wife  brought  a  paper, 
and  we  do  not  know  what  that  paper  was,  but  we  find  that 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  committed  for  six  months,  gets  out 
of  custody,  in  two  days,  on  this  paper.  If,  on  this  evi- 
dence^ you  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  paid  the  £20,  or 
made  himself  liable  for  it,  you  will  include  that  sum  in  the 
amount  of  your  verdict.  Qui  facit  per  alium  facit  per  se ; 
and  payment  by  another  for  me,  is  payment  by  me. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the  foreman  of  the 
special  jury  adding,  "  We  find  that  the 
summons  was  not  served,  and  that  the 
damages  are  £20,  plus  £5"  (/). 

Talfaurd,  Serjt.,  and  Carrington,  for  th6  plaintiff. 

R.  V.  Richards,  Oreaves,  and  W.  Cripps,  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

[  Attoraies — A,  F,  Edwardsy  and  MuUing8,~\ 

if)  No  motion  wsb  made  in  the  Court  above,  either  for  a  nonsuit  or  a 
new  trial. 
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{Croum  Side.) 


BEFORE    MB.   JUSTICE   WIGHTMAN. 


Bex  v.  Thomas  Philpotts» 


F 


An  indictment  J:  ALSE  pretences. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment 

inoney*by"fai8e  charged,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  26th  day  of  March, 

char*  ed^hat  ^  Vict.,  at  Ncwcnt,  "  Unlawfully  did  falsely  pretend  to  one 

the  defendant  Charles  Stcrry,  that  a  certain  paper  writing  which  he,  the 

unlawfully  did 

falsely  pretend  Said  T.  P.,  then  and  there  produced  and  delivered  to  the  said 

^rtain'papcr*  C.  S.,  and  which  Said  paper  writing  was  and  is  as  follows, 

writing  which  that  is  to  say, 

he  produced  to  " 

C.  S.  waa  a 
good  five 

pounds  Led-  "  FoKo  "Loudou  Friendly  Union,      | 

bury- Bank  t       -i      i     n  •§ 

note;bymean8  15610.  71,  Leadenhall-strect.         ^ 

lawfully  obtiSn-      **  Established  for  the  encouragement  of  trade,  and     |s 

ed  money  from  ^q  gjyg  employment  to  iudustrious  artisans.  ^a 

and  defraud  "  Rcccived  of Two  Shillings  and  Sixpence,  the    ^  J 

same^i'^whereas  December  Quarterns  Subscription  to  this  Institu-    •S'S 


S 


in  truth  and  in  tiou.       1842.                                                                                                  |^ 

fact,  the  paper  «S  g 

writing  waa  not  ■                                                                                                                   "2  "S 

a  good  five  "£026            "Treasurer,     W.  J.  Thubnell."      jS  &. 

pounds  note  of  _                                                                                              z  j» 


was  a  good  five  pounds  Ledbury-Bank  note;  by  means  of 


the  Ledbury 
Bank  -.—Held, 
that  the  indict- 
ment was  bad 

as  it  did  not  which  said  falsc  pretence  the  said  T.  P.  did  then  and  there 

charge  that  the  t       n  ii       i       •     n            i           'Tz-ini 

defendant*i»ett;,  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  C.  S.  three  pieces  of  the  cur- 

l^^od^"****^  rent  gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  sovereigns,  two  pieces  of 

pounds  note  of  ^Yie  Current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  caUed  shillings,  of  the 

the  Ledbury-  ^                       ^        ^                               °  ' 

Bank,  and  that  mouics  of  him  the  Said  C.  S.,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
aided  by  the  fraud  him,  the  said  C.  S.,  of  the  same  :  Whereas,  in  truth 

the  fnt«m  to  *^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^®  ®*^^  paper  writing  was  not  a  good  five 

defraud.  pouuds  Lcdbury-Bauk  note,  and  whereas  in  truth  and  in 


9. 

Philpotts. 
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fkct  the  said  paper  writing  was  not  a  bank  note  for  the         1843. 
payment  of  any  money  whatever,  and  was  of  no  value  what-       rboina. 
ever."   To  the  great  damage  and  deception,  &c.,  and  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  &c. 

The  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts  were  similar  to  the 
first,  except  that  in  the  second  count  the  false  pretence 
was  charged  to  be,  that  the  paper  vmting  ''was  a  good 
five  pounds  note  of  the  Ledbury  Old  Bank."  And  in  the 
third  count,  that  the  paper  writing  ''  was  a  good  and  ge- 
nuine five  pounds  note."  And  in  the  fourth  count,  that 
the  paper  writing  "  was  a  good  and  genuine  note  for  1;he 
payment  of  five  pounds,  and  of  the  value  of  five  pounds." 
In  each  of  these  latter  counts,  the  false  pretence  therein 
stated  was  negatived ;  but  it  was  not  alleged  in  either  of 
the  counts  of  the  indictment,  that  the  defendant  knew  that 
the  paper  writing  was  not  a  five  pounds  note. 

When  the  defendant  was  called  on  to  plead.  Greaves,  for 
the  defendant,  moved  that  the  indictment  should  be  quashed, 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  shew  that  the  prisoner  knew 
that  the  instrument  was  not  what  he  represented  it  to  be. 
He  cited  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Henderson  (a),  and  submit- 
ted that  that  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  as  there 
at  least  one  of  the  defendants  must  have  known  whether  he 
was  possessed  of  the  money  or  not. 


[a)  Carr.  &  M.  328.     In   that  w<a8  ready  and  willing  to  purchase 

case  an  indictment  for  false  pre-  the  horse  of  Francis  Pawson,  and 

teoces  against   Robert  Henderson  give  him  £12  for  it,  "  whereas,  in 

and  Jeremiah  Barlow  charged  that  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  Jeremiah 

Francis  Pawson  was  possessed   of  Barlow  was  not  then    and  there 

a  mare  and  Henderson  of  a  horse,  possessed  of  the  said  sum  of  £12," 

and  that   Henderson  and  Barlow  and  was  not  then  and  there  ready 

talaely  pretended  to  Francis  Pawson  and  willing  to  purchase  the   said 

tluit  Barlow  "  was  then  and  there  horse ;  and  it  was  held  by  the  fif- 

poasetsed  of  a  certain  sum  of  mo-  teen   Judges   that  the  indictment 

ney,  to  wit,  £12;"  and  that,  if  Fran-  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  aver  that  the 

cia  Pawson    would   exchange    his  defendants  knew  that  Barlow  was 

mare  for  Henderson's  horse,  Barlow  not  possessed  of.  £\  2. 

VOL.  1.                                                 1  N.  P. 
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1843.  WioHTMAN,  J. — I  shall  not  quash  the  indictment,  as  the 

"^^^      defendant  may  demur. 


V. 

Philpotts. 


Greaves,  for  the  defendant^  declined  to  demur  (b),  and 
the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 


On  the  next  day^  Wightman^  J.^  said  that  he  had  a  strong 
opinion  that  the  indictment  was  bad. 

Keatinffy  for  the  prosecution. — As  the  defendant  has 
pleaded^  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  objection^  if  this 
supposed  defect  would  be  aided  after  verdict  {c) ;  and  I  sub- 
mit^ that  this  indictment  will  be  at  all  events  good  after 
verdict^  as  it  pursues  the  terms  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Greo.  4^ 
c.  29,  s.  53,  which  omits  the  word  "  knowingly/'  which 
was  contained  in  the  earlier  statute,  30  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  which 
is  now  repealed;  and  it  could  not  be  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  defraud,  unless  he  knew  that  the  instrument 
was  not  what  he  represented  it  to  be. 

Greaves. — ^The  false  pretences  must  be  well  stated;  and 
if  they  are  not,  the  allegation  of  intent  will  not  aid  the 
defect. 

WioHTMAN,  J. — I  think  that  this  indictment  is  bad.  The 
jury  might  find  the  defendant  guilty  on  this  indictment, 
although  it  was  not  proved  that  the  defendant  knew  that 
the  instrument  was  not  such  as  he  stated  it  to  be;  and  as 
the  prosecutor  was  deceived  by  the  instrument,  so  might 


(b)  If  a  party  demurs  to  an  in- 
dictment for  a  misdemeanor,  and 
judgment  is  given  against  him,  the 
judgment  is  final;  and  not  that  he 
should  answer  over,  as  it  is  on  a 
demurrer  to  an  indictment  for  fe- 
lony. {Rex  V.  Jotiah  Taylor,  5  D.  & 
R.  422 ;  Reg.  v.  Phefps,  Carr.  &  M. 
181;  Reg.  v.  Purchase,  Id.  617; 
and  Reg.  v.  Adams,  Id.  299). 


(c)  In  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  EUu, 
Carr.  &  M.  564,  Mr.  Justice  Pa^ 
teson  said,  that  **  a  party  who  has 
not  demurred  [to  an  indictment] 
cannot  after  plea  take  any  objection 
to  any  matter  on  the  record,  which 
is  aided  by  verdict,"  under  the  21st 
section  of  the  statute  of  7  Geo.  4, 
C.64. 
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the  defendant  be^  and  the  defect  is  not  aided  by  the  state-         lg4d. 
ment  of  the  intent.  ';;^ 

V, 

The  defendant^  by  leave  of  the  Court,  withdrew  his  plea,       h'^-J^otm. 
and  the  indictment  was  quashed. 

Keating,  for  the  prosecution. 
Greaves,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Cadle,  and  Browne.'] 
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BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    WILLIAMS    AND    MR.  JUSTICE    MAULE. 


BERKSHIRE  ASSIZES. 

BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE    WILLIAMS. 


Reoina  V.  Fellowes. 


P 


EBJTJRY. — ^The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  An  indictment 
"that  heretofore,  to  wit,  at  the  county  court  of  Henry  aH^eged^to^have 
Mill  Bumaby,  Esquire,  sheriflF  of  the  county  of  Berks,  ^rrnrtTw  of"* 
boldcn  at  Newbury,  in   and  for  the  said  county,  before  an  action  of 

debt,  brought 
and  tried  in  a 
comty  court,  stated,  in  the  first  count,  that  the  county  court  was  holden  before  H.  M.  B.,  Esq., 
the  high  sheriff,  and  the  oath  sworn  before  him;  in  the  second  count  that  the  county  court  was 
holden  before  C.  J.  B.,  gent.,  the  county  clerk,  and  the  oath  sworn  before  him  ;  and  in  the  third 
coant  that  the  county  court  was  held  before  C.  J.  B.,  gent,  the  county  clerk,  and  the  suitors, 
[naming  them],  and  the  oath  sworn  before  C.  J.  B.,  *'  so  being  such  county  clerk  as  aforesaid, 
tad  T.  J.,  &c.  [naming  them]  suitors  of  the  said  court  of  the  said  sheriff  as  aforesaid  :*' — Hildf 
bad,  as  the  county  court  was  misdescribed  in  each  of  the  counts,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  county 
derk  being  also  a  freeholder  of  the  county  made  no  difference. 

i2 


V, 
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the  said  U,  M,  B.,  Esquire,  then  being  sheriff  of  the 
said  county  as  aforesaid^  a  certain  issue  between  one 
Richard  Stapleton  and  James  Eldridge^  in  a  certain  ac- 
tion of  debt^  came  on  to  be  tried  in  due  form  of  law^  and 
was  then  and  there  tried  by  a  jury  of  the  county^  in  that 
behalf  duly  swom/^  &c. ;  and  that  the  defendant  "  ap- 
peared as  a  witness  for  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  B.  S., 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action  aforesaid^  and  was  then  and  there 
duly  sworn,  and  took  his  corporal  oath  upon  the  holy  Grospel 
of  God,  before  the  said  H.  M.  B.j  Esquire,  he  being  such  she- 
riff  as  aforesaid.'*  It  then  went  on  to  aver,  that  "  he,  the 
said  H.  M.  B.,  Esquire,  sheriff  as  aforesaid,^'  had  authority 
to  administer  the  oath,  and  set  out  the  evidence  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  assigned  peijury  upon  it. 

The  second  count  stated,  "that  heretofore,  to  wit,  at  the 
county  court  of  H.  M.  B.,  Esq.,  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Berks,  holden  at  Newbury,  in  and  for  the  said  county,  on 
the  7th  day  of  February,  1842,  before  Charles  James  Barnes, 
gentleman,  county  clerk  of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Berks,  a  certain  issue  ^'  &c.,  [as  in  the  first  count],  came 
on  to  be  tried,  and  that  the  defendant  appeared  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  was  sworn  '^  before  the  said  C.  J.  B.,  gentleman, 
so  being  such  county  clerk  as  aforesaid ;''  but  this  count 
was,  in  all  other  respects,  similar  to  the  first  count. 

The  third  count  stated,  that  "  heretofore,  to  wit,  at  the 
county  court  of  H.  M.  B.,  Esq.,  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Berks,  holden  at  Newbury,  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
on  the  7th  day  of  February,  1842,  before  Charles  James 
Barnes,  gentleman,  county  clerk  of  the  court  of  the  said  she- 
riff of  Berks,  and  Thomas  Joyce,  Jam^s  Dredge,  Richard 
Dredge,  and  Daniel  Dredge,  suitors  of  the  court  of  the  said 
sheriff,  a  certain  issue  [as  in  the  first  count]  came  on  to 
be  tried,  and  that  the  defendant  appeared  as  a  witness,  and 
was  sworn  "  before  the  said  C.  J.  B.,  gentleman,  so  being 
such  county  clerk  as  aforesaid,  and  T.  J.,  J.  D.,  R.  D.,  and 
D.  D.,  suitors  of  the  said  court  of  the  said  sheriff  as  afore- 
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8aid;^'  bnt  ibis  count  was^  in  all  other  respects,  tbe  same 
as  tbe  first  connt. 


CarrinfftoH,  for  tbe  defendant. — Before  this  case  is  gone 
into,  I  submit  that  this  indictment  cannot  possibly  be  sus- 
tained, as  the  court  in  which  the  perjury  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  is  misdescribed  in  every  count  in  the  in- 
dictment. The  defendant  gave  his  evidence  on  the  trial 
of  an  action  of  debt,  which  was  brought  and  tried  in  the 
oonnty  court  of  the  sheriiF  of  Berkshire.  In  the  first 
connt  the  oath  is  stated  to  have  been  taken  before  the 
high  sheriff  himself,  which  is  just  as  improper  as  the  stat- 
ing that  an  oath  made  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
sworn  before  her  Majesty.  The  second  count  states  the 
conrt  to  have  been  holden  before  the  county  clerk,  and  the 
oath  taken  before  him.  This,  too,  is  improper,  as  the 
oonnty  court  is  not  held  before  the  county  clerk,  neither 
18  he  the  sole  judge  of  it ;  and  the  third  count  is  equally 
objectionable,  as  that  states  the  trial  to  have  been  had,  and 
the  oath  taken,  before  the  county  clerk  and  the  suitors 
jointly,  which  is  not  the  way  in  the  county  court,  of  the 
sheriff  is  constituted,  that  being  the  court  of  the  high 
sheriff,  held  before  the  suitors ;  and  in  the  case  of  Janes  v. 
Jams  (a),  it  was  decided,  that  a  declaration  on  a  judgment 
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(a)  5  M.  &  W.  523.     In  that 
it  was  held,  that  a  declaration 
on  a  judgment  in  a  county  court, 
stating  the  court  to  have  heen  held 
before  '*  Thomas  Pryce  Lloyd,  she- 
7^  and  the  suitors  of  the  said 
eourtf"  was  had  on  special  demur- 
rer; two  of  the  causes  of  demurrer 
heing,  that  the  county  court  must 
he  held  before  the  suitors,  and  not 
before  the  suitors  and  sheriff,  or  any 
other  person ;  and  that  the  names 
of  the  suitors  should  have  been 
stated.     And  Lord  Ahinger,  C.  B., 
■aid,  "the  words  *  before  such  and 
lucb  persons,*  I  think,  necessarily 


imply  that  the  cause  was  heard  be- 
fore the  persons  who  were  the  law- 
fully constituted  judges  of  the  court. 
The  words  '  before  the  sheriff  and 
suitors '  therefore  imply  that  the 
sheriff  is  a  judge  of  the  county 
court,  which  certainly  is  not  the 
case.  If  the  suitors  were  to  differ 
in  opinion,  and  the  sheriff  were  to 
give  a  casting  vote,  and  thereby  de- 
cide the  question,  the  judgment 
would  be  bad.  Suppose  a  judgment 
recovered  before  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  were  pleaded  as  a  judg- 
ment recovered  'before  the  justices 
of  our  lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench 


1843. 


Kkoina 

V. 

Fellowbs. 
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1843.        in  a  county  court  was  demumble,  if  it  stated  the  court  to 
Rkoisa       '^^^^  ^^^^  holden  before  the  sheriff  and  the  suitors,  the 
^'  county  court  being  the  coort  of  the  sheriff,  holden  before 

the  suitors,  and  not  before  the  suitors  and  any  other 
person. 

Sel/e,  for  the  prosecution. — I  admit  that  I  cannot  sup- 
port  the  first  two  counts  of  the  indictment;  but,  with  re- 
spect to  the  third,  I  submit  that  if  the  oath  is  charged  to 
have  been  taken  on  a  trial  before  the  suitors  in  the  court 
of  the  sheriff,  and  proved  to  have  been  so,  that  will  be 
sufficient ;  and  that  it  being  superfluously  stated  that  the 
oath  was  also  taken  before  some  person  who  was  not  a 
component  part  of  the  court,  will  not  be  fatal  to  the  pro- 
secution ;  and  I  am  also  in  a  condition  to  prove  that  Mr. 
Barnes,  the  under-sheriff,  who  was  also  the  county  clerk, 
was  in  fact  a  freeholder  in  the  county,  and,  therefore,  qua- 
lified to  act  as  one  of  the  suitors. 

Carrington. — ^The  court,  if  it  consisted,  as  the  third 
count  states  that  it  did,  of  the  county  clerk  and  of  the 
suitors,  was  improperly  constituted.  The  fact  of  Mr. 
Uarnos  being  a  freeholder  will  not  obviate  the  objection, 
booauso,  in  addition  to  its  being  stated  in  the  indictment 
thiit  tho  court  was  holden  before  Mr.  Barnes,  the  county 
clerk,  and  the  other  gentlemen,  as  the  suitors,  it  is  alleged 
(hut  the  oath  was  taken  not  before  them  all  as  suitors,  but 
bcfon^  Mr.Bjurues,  '*so  being  such  county  clerk  as  aforesaid,'' 
iiutl  tho  other  gentlemen,  "suitors  of  the  said  court  of  the 
MUil  !iluTi(V  as  aforesaid." 

NV 1 1.  I.I  VMS,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  indictment 

%\\\\\  llii>  l.iMil  \\\^\\  ChAuooIlor/  it  all  describe  the  court  as  the  county 

wouM  W  «M'«or,  fiitil  \\w  latter  i>nrt  court  of  the  sheriff  held  before  the 

ni  ilin  iiDoitiiMou  oottKl  not  bo  r«>-  suitors,  and  set  out  the  names  of 

|i-i>t«Ml  iia  fiuip)iiMii|;o/*    And  lUron  the  suitors." 
/*»«fXf  anld,  "  Thn  old  prccodonts 
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cannot  be  sustained.    It  is  of  the  essence  of  the  offence  of 
perjury  that  the  court   before  which  it  was  committed       « 
should  have  been  properly  constituted.     The  defendant  »• 

mast  be  acqmtted. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

/.  Jefflerys  WilUams,  and  Selfe,  for  the  prosecution. 
Carrington,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies— C.  Foulety  and  Branscomb,'] 


mt 


WORCESTER  ASSIZES. 
{Croum  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE    WILLIAMS. 


El 


Reoina  V,  Chapman. 


EMBEZZLEMENT.— The  first  count  of  the  indictment  it  was  the 

<^Wged  that  the  prisoner^  being  the  clerk  of  Francis  Ruf-  to  receive^  ^' 

*>ri,  had,  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  received  the  sum  of  "^pi7yeJ'^^Jj 

'*10(a)  on  account  of  his  master,  and  had  embezzled  the  pay  wages  out 

J.         ^  '  1  i.  ®'''^»  and  to 

^me.     There  were  other  counts   as  to  another  sum  of  make  entries  of 

.^lA         J  1*      1  all  monies  re- 

-^10,  and  for  larceny.  ceived  and  paid 

in  a  book,  and 

It  was  opened  by  Whitmore,  for  the  prosecution,  that  weekly  totals  of 

receipts  and 
^yments  in  another  book,  upon  wliich  last  book  he,  from  time  to  time,  paid  over  his  balances 
^  bis  employer.  The  clerk  having  entries  of  li^eekly  payments  in  his  first  book, amounting  to 
''CStS, he  entered  them  in  the  second  book  as  £35;  and,  two  months  after,  in  accounting  with  his 
Employer  by  these  means,  made  his  balance  £10  too  little,  and  paid  it  over  accordingly: — Held^ 
that  the  clerk  could  not,  on  these  facts,  be  convicted  of  embezzlement  without  its  being  shewn 
that  he  had  received  some  particular  sum  on  account  of  his  employer,  and  had  converted  either 
the  whole  or  part  of  that  sum  to  his  own  use. 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Creed,  ante,  p.  63. 
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1843.        the  prisoner  was  in  the  employment  of  the  prosecutor  as  a 
Rboina       clerk  and  traveller,  and  that  his  duty  was  to  receive  from 
^'  the  customers  of  the  prosecutor  monies  paid  by  them  for 

goods  supplied,  and  also  to  pay  out  of  such  monies  the 
wages  and  other  outgoings  of  the  establishment;  the 
payments  so  made  being  entered  in  a  small  book  kept  by 
the  prisoner,  and  their  weekly  total  carried  into  a  larger 
book,  which  shewed  the  general  debtor  and  creditor  ac- 
count between  the  prisoner  and  his  master;  and  the 
balance  shewn  in  this  last-mentioned  account  was,  firom 
time  to  time,  struck,  and  sometimes  paid  over,  and  some- 
times brought  forward  as  the  commencement  of  a  new 
account.  And  in  September,  1842,  one  of  the  weekly 
totals,  as  it  appeared  in  the  smaller  book  kept  by  the  pri- 
soner, shewed  an  aggregate  of  payments  to  the  amount  of 
£25.  In  the  account  for  that  week  it  was  entered  in  the 
larger  book  as  £35,  and  this  false  entry  appeared  to  have 
been  written  on  an  erasure.  In  the  next  month  (October) 
a  balance  was  struck  on  the  general  account,  and  the  sum 
found  to  be  due  upon  that  balance  was  carried  forward  as 
the  first  item  of  a  new  account,  which  was  settled  in  the 
following  December,  and  the  balance  at  that  time  paid 
over  to  the  prosecutor,  it  being  £10  less  than  it  ought  to 
have  been,  by  reason  of  the  sum  of  £35  being  inserted  as 
before  mentioned,  instead  of  £25. 

Williams,  J. — Can  you  shew  any  precise  sum  received 
by  the  prisoner  on  account  of  his  master,  and  the  whole 
or  part  of  that  very  sum  appropriated  by  him  to  his  own 
uses? 

Whitmore. — There  is  no  evidence  at  all  of  that  kind. 

Williams,  J. — In  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  I  think 
that  the  prosecution  cannot  be  sustained. 


OXFORD  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  6  VICT.  121 

His  Lordship  directed  an  acquittal.  1843. 

Verdict — Not  guilty  (a).  v. 

Chapman. 

WkUmore,  for  the  prosecution. 

Allen  and  John  Gray,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — Roberts  ^  Eberhardt,  and  Elgie.l 
{a)    See  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Grove j  7  C.  &  P.  635. 


MONMOUTH  ASSIZES. 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    MAULE. 


Stothert  V.  James. 

Issue  directed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  try  On  the  trial  of 
whether  five  horses  which  had  been  seized  by  the  sheriff  ^J  to*"ry  whe-' 
of  Monmouthshire,  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  sued  out  *^®'  f  ****^! 

'  '  seized  under  a 

fcy  the  defendant  against  William  Williams,  were  the  pro-  fi-  fa-  sued  out 
perty  of  the  Blana  Iron  Company,  of  which  company  the  at  the  suit  of 
plaintiff  was  a  director.  l':„'t"S. 

of  the  plain  tiff, 
the  declarations 

f.  V.  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed  to  ask  a  witness  for  of  A.,  as  to  the 
the  plainti£F  as  to  what  William  Williams  had  said  as  to  g^d^arenot 
the  property  in  these  horses.  ':^:l\T,u 

part  of  the 

R.  V.  Richards,  for  the  defendant— I  submit  that  what  P^*^"^'^* 
William  Williams  said  is  not  receivable  as  evidence  against 
the  present  defendant. 
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F.  V.  Lee. — ^The  defendant  claims  under  him, 

Maule^  J. — I  think  that  is  the  fallacy.  K  these  horses 
do  not  belong  to  this  company^  the  defendant  will  succeed 
on  this  issue^  whether  they  belong  to  William  Williams 
or  to  any  other  person  except  the  company.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  evidence  is  not  receivable. 

The  evidence  was  rejected  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

F,  V.  Lee  and  G.  K.  Richards,  for  the  plaintiff. 

R,  V.  Richards  and  Sir  T.  Phillips,  for  the  defendant. 

[AttornieB-— ^.  Edwards,  and  Matthewi.'] 


(a)  See  the  cases  of  Roherti  ▼.  Justice,  Esq.,  ante,  p.  93,  and  Prasser 
V.  GwiUim,  ante,  p.  95. 


Doe  on  the  demise  of  Lewis  v.  Lewis. 

In  ejectment      JciJECTMENT  to  rccover  two  farms  and  certain  lands, 

»oro7the*piain-  situatc  in  the  parishes  of  New  Church  East  and  Shire- 
tiffcUimedM     new  ton. 

heir  of  W.  L., 
and  the  defend- 
ant claimed  the 
whoU  property 
a«  devisee  un- 
der the  will  of 
W,  L.«  and 
part  of  it  also 

under  the  mar-  the  widow  of  Mr.  William  Lewis,  claims  the  whole  of 
ment  made'on    thcsc  farms  and  lands,  as  being  devised  to  her  by  his  wiU, 

with"w."Lr-  ^y  ^^^^^  ^®  '®^*  ^^^  *^®  ^^^^®  ^^  ^^®  property;  a  part  of 
-^"pW.  that  the    the  farms  and  lands  now  in  question  being  also  limited 

defendant's  ad- 
mitting at  the 

trial  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  heir  of  W.  L.  did  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  bepn; 
but  that  if  the  defendant  had  claimed  title  under  the  will  only,  and  had  admitted  the  title  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiflf  as  heir,  it  would  have  been  otherwise. 


Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant. — In  this  case  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  the  property,  as  the  heir  of 
Mr.  William  Lewis,  deceased,  and  the  defendant,  who  is 
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to  her  by  the  marriage  settlement  made  on  her  marriage 
with  Mr.  William  Lewis.  I  therefore  propose  to  admit  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  pedigree  and  the  defendant's  pos- 
session^ and  to  begin  by  going  into  the  defendant's  case. 

J3.  V.  Richards,  for  the  plaintiff. — If  the  defendant  re« 
lies  on  the  will  of  Mr,  William  Lewis  only,  the  defendant, 
en  admitting  the  heir's  title  as  such,  is  no  doubt  entitled 
'to  begin ;  but  I  submit  that  it  is  otherwise  where  the  de- 
fendant relies  on  a  will  and  some  other  title  besides. 

Maule,  J. — There  was  a  case  tried  at  Taunton  before 

Saron   Bolland  (a),   in  which,  in   an   ejectment  by   the 

heir  against  a  party  who  claimed  under  a  conveyance  from 

tlie  person  from  whom  the  heir  derived  title,  it  was  held 

that  the  defendant's  admitting  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's 

title  as  heir  did  not  give  the  defendant  the  right  to  begin. 
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(o)  The  case  of  Doe  d.  Tucker 
▼.  Twker,  M.  &  M.  536.     In  that 
cise  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claim- 
ed as  heir  of  John  Tucker;  the 
defendant  claiming  under  a  con- 
veyance made   by  John   Tucker. 
Wfc/f,  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant, 
offered  to  admit  the  heirship  of  the 
^r  of  the  plaintiff,  and  claimed 
^  right  to  begin  ;    but    Wilder 
Seijt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended, 
^  unless  the  defendant  admitted 
^  John  Tucker  died  seised  of  the 
estate,  the  defendant  did  not  admit 
^  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  whole 
^U  as  heir,  a  part  of  which  being 
that  the  ancestor  died  seised,  and 
tUt,  unlets  a  defendant  admitted 
tbe  lessor  of  the  plaintiffs  tchole 
^1  he  was  not  entitled  to  begiir. 
Baron  Bolland  held,  that  WUde, 
Seijt.,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
*>•  entitled  to  begin,  as  the  de- 
fendant did  not  admit  the  whole 


case  of  the  plaintiff. 

But,  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Smith 
\.  Smart  J  I  M.  &  Rob.  476,  which 
was  tried  before  Baron  Gurney  at 
Salisbury,  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff claimed  as  heir-at-law  of  Mrs. 
Smith,  and  the  defendant  as  devisee 
under  Mrs.  Smith's  will;  and  it 
was  held  by  Baron  Gurney y  aAer 
conferring  with  Patteson^  J.,  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  begin, 
although  it  was  stated  by  the  coun- 
sel for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
that,  as  to  part  of  the  property,  he 
intended  to  prove  that  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  was  assignee  of  the 
outstanding  term  :  and  Baron  Gur- 
ney said,  *'  The  real  question  in  dis- 
pute is  the  validity  of  this  will.  The 
mischief  would  be  extremely  great, 
if  a  party,  by  merely  getting  an 
outstanding  term,  should  obtain  an 
advantage  to  which  he  is  not  really 
entitled." 
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1843.  Talfowrdy  Serjt. — If  I  admit  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's 

primft  facie  case,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  nothing  to 
do  till  I  answer  it. 

Maule,  J. — I  think  that^  as  this  is  not  a  case  in  which 
the  defendant  relies  on  a  will  only^  and  as  there  are  other 
defences^  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  begin,  although 
the  defendant  may  be  willing  to  admit  that  the  plaintiff  is 
the  heir.  I  think,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Richards  is  entitled 
to  begin. 

R.  V.  Richards,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  began. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

R.  V,  RichardSy  W.  J.  Alex(mder,  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the 

plaintiff. 

Talfourd,  Seijt.,  and  Keating,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — J,  P,  Ilinton,  and  Toye,"] 
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SHROPSHIRE  ASSIZES. 


{Civil  Side). 


BEPOBE    MB.  JUSTICE    MAULE. 


Evans  t;.  Oakley  and  Phillips. 

IRESPASS. — The  declaration  consisted  of  two  counts^  To  justify  a 
the  first  count  being  for  taking  down  a  fence  at  a  place  h^w  ^Yn 
called  The  Pound;  the  second  count  being  for  taking  down  ***^'*"8  *^**^"  * 

fence,  under 

another  fence  at  a  place  called  Nichols's.   Plea — Not  guilty^  the  statute  5  & 
"  by  statute.'^  I  YoX  %^  t^o 

things  must 
concur:  Ist, 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant,  Mr.  Oakley,  was  the  the  fence  must 

^--.,  t'i»oi  «  ***  within  fif- 

lurveyor  of  the  highways  of  the  township  of  Stoney  Stret-  teen  feet  of  the 
ton;  and  that  at  that  part  of  the  highway  from  Westbury  road^anVXd, 
to  Edge  which  is  at  a  place  called  The  Pound,  where  it  i«™"8t  beon 

'  '  the  road. 

passes  along  by  the  plaintiff's  field,  the  road- way  along      a  road  was 
which  a  carriage  could  pass   was  twenty-two  feet  wide;  and  there  being 
but  that  between  that  and  the  place  where  the  plaintiff's  ?,jio,^ed'*fand" 
fence  originally  stood  was  a  piece  of  uninclosed  cround,  *t  ^^^  *»^e  ^f 

-^  -  ./  ,  &  »    it.  also  nine  feet 

fifteen  feet  wide,  and  two  feet  above  the  level  of  the  road,  wide,  which 
with  a  perpendicular  face  towards  the  road.    This  piece  rougiTfimrun- 
of  uninclosed  ground  the  plaintiff  had  taken  into  his  field,  ®^^"'  ^?*^ 

,  no  carriage 

and  bounded  on  the  side  next  the  road  by  the  fence,  the  ever  did  or 
palling  down  of  which  was  the  subject  of  the  first  count  it,  the  owner 
in  the  declaration.     The  trespass  which  was  the  subject  of  Seidlootlhls*^ 
the  second  count  of  the  declaration  was  for  pulling  down  **"^  *"*<*  ^** 

"  field,  and  put  a 

another  fence,  by  the  which  the  plaintiff,  in  Uke  manner,  fence  round  it. 
had  inclosed  another  piece  of  what  had  been  tiU  then  unin-  ofthehighw^ays 

took  down  the 
fence: — Heidf 

that  he  was  not  justified  in  so  doing,  under  the  69th  section  of  the  Highway  Act,  5  8t  6  Will.  4, 

c.  (K),  as  the  fence  was  not  on 4he  road. 
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closed  land^  nine  feet  wide^  which  was  at  the  side  of  the 
same  road^  which  road  at  that  part  was  nine  feet  wide; 
this  latter  piece  of  land  being  rough  and  uneven,  so  that 
no  carriage  did  or  could  go  along  it  (a). 


F.  V,  Lee,  for  the  defendant. — By  the  Highway  Act, 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  69,  it  is  enacted,  "That,  if  any  per- 
son shall  encroach,  by  making  or  causing  to  be  made  any 
building,  hedge,  ditch,  or  other  fence,  on  any  carriage-way 
or  cart-way,  within  the  distance  of  fifteen  feet  from  the 
centre  thereof,  every  person  so  offending  shall  forfeit,  on 
conviction,  for  every  such  offence,  any  sum  not  exceeding 
forty  shillings;  and  the  surveyor  who  shall  have  the  care  of 
any  such  carriage-way  or  cart- way  shall,  and  he  is  hereby 
required  to  cause  such  building,  hedge,  ditch,  or  fence,  to 
be  taken  down  or  filled  up,  at  the  expense  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  same  shall  belong/'  It  is  admitted  that  the  de- 
fendant Oakley  was  the  surveyor  of  the  highways,  and  that 
the  road  is  the  public  highway  from  Westbury  to  Edge; 
and  it  is  also  admitted  that  these  fences  which  were  pulled 
down  were  within  fifteen  feet  of  the  centre  of  the  road,  and 
that  the  road,  at  the  place  called  The  Pound,  was  only 
twenty-two  feet  wide,  and  at  Nichols's  only  nine  feet  wide. 
I  therefore  submit  that  the  defendant,  Oakley,  as  surveyor, 
was  justified  in  taking  them  down. 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Pring 
V.  Pearseyy  9  D.  &  R.  908,  it  was 
held,  that  the  presumption  of  law 
is,  that  waste  land  adjoining  a  road 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoin- 
ing inclosed  land,  whether  free- 
holder, leaseholder,  or  copyholder; 
and,  in  the  case  of  Grove  v.  fVesty 
7  Taunt.  39,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Gibbs  said,  ''  Prim&  facie  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  a  strip  of  land 
lying  between  a  highway  and  the 
adjoining  close  belongs  to  the  owner 
of  the  close,  as  the  presumption 


also  is,  that  the  highway  itself  ad 
medium  filum  vise  does.  But  the 
presumption  is  to  be  confined  to 
that  extent;  for,  if  the  narrow  strip 
be  contiguous  to,  or  communicate 
with,  open  commons  or  larger  pof- 
tions  of  land,  the  presumption  is 
either  done  away  or  considerably 
narrowed,  for  the  evidence  of  own- 
ership, which  applies  to  the  larger 
portions,  applies  also  to  the  narrow 
strip  which  communicates  with 
them." 
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Maule,  J.^  (in  summing  up). — In  order  that  a  fence  put  1843. 
up  by  a  party  should  come  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  that  has  been  cited,  two  things  must  concur :  the 
one,  that  it  must  be  within  fifteen  feet  of  the  centre  of  the 
road ;  the  other,  that  it  must  be  on  the  road.  If  an  en- 
croachment were  made  by  putting  up  a  fence  at  the  edge 
of  a  road  as  wide  as  Portland-place,  that  would  not  be 
within  this  enactment,  because  it  would  not  be  within  fif- 
teen feet  of  the  centre  of  the  road.  So,  if  the  road  was 
under  thirty  feet  wide,  and  the  encroachment  was  at  the 
side  c^  it,  but  not  on  the  road,  it  would,  on  that  ground, 
not  be  within  the  69th  section  of  the  Highway  Act.  Here 
we  find  that  there  is  a  road  running  along  this  line,  but 
that  the  two  places  inclosed  never  were  parts  of  that  road, 
aa  no  carriage  ever  did  or  could  go  along  the  steep 
bank  at  The  Pound,  or  over  the  rough  uneven  ground 
St  Nichols'B;  and  if  these  places  at  which  the  fences  were 
pat  np  have  never  either  of  them  been  used  by  the  public 
as  a  part  of  the  road,  the  surveyor  had  no  right  to  pull 
down  the  fences,  because  they  were  within  fifteen  feet  of 
tke  centre  of  the  road. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (&). 

Taffourd,  Serjt.,  and  fVhUmore,  for  the  plaintiff. 

F.  V.  Lee  and  IV.  Johnstone  Neale,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornles — M'mshaUsy  and  W»  E,  Jeffreyt^  jun.] 

(i)  See  the  case  of  Lowen  v.  sect,  of  the  Highway  Act,  13  Geo. 
^(Uftf  6  D.  &  R.  20,  which  was  a  3,  c.  78,  which  was  repealed  by  the 
cue  on  the  construction  of  the  63rd      stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50. 


CASES  ON  THE 


{Croum  Side). 

BEFORE    MB.  JUSTICE    WILLIAMS. 


Begina  v.  Francis  Clayton  and  Mary  Mooney. 

If  A.  counsel  IVllSDEMEANOR. — The  prisoners  were  indicted  for  a 
B.  to^set  fi??*  misdemeanor  in  having  attempted  to  set  fire  to  a  certain 
to  a  malt-house,  malt-house,  and  were  jointly  charged  by  the  indictment 

and  a,  attempt  v  tf  o  .r 

to  set  it  on  6 re,  with  SO  attempting. 

both  may  be 
jointly  indicted 

fhe^misdet^'  ^^'^  ^'  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the  prisoner  Mary 
meanor  of  at-      Mooney  had  gone  to  bed  an  hour  and  a  half  before  the 

tempting  to  set 

the  malt-house  firc  was  discovered^  and  there  was  every  reason  to  suppose 
a!  wasVot^pro-  ^^^^  ^hc  was  uot  present  at  the  time  when  the  fire  was 
sent  at  the  time  lighted;  and  the  evidence,  which  was  entirely  circumstantial, 

tended  to  shew  that  the  prisoner  Clayton  lighted  the  fire  only 
a  few  minutes  before  it  was  discovered.  Declarations  of  the 
prisoner  Mary  Mooney  were  proved,  which  tended  to  shew 
that  she  knew  beforehand  that  the  fire  was  to  take  place. 

J.  G.  Phillimore,  for  the  prisoners,  submitted  that  there 
was  no  case  against  the  prisoner  Mary  Mooney,  on  this 
indictment. 

Greaves. — All  who  take  any  part  in  a  misdemeanor  are 
principals,  and  whatever  will  make  a  person  an  accessary 
before  the  fact  in  a  felony  makes  him  principal  in  a  misde- 
meanor. 

Williams,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — In  misdemeanors  and 
in  treason,  all  who  take  part  in  the  crime  are  principals; 
and  in  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the 
prisoner  Mary  Mooney  was  present  at  the  time  when 
the  prisoner  Clayton  attempted  to  set  fire  to  the  malt- 
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house;  and  if  you  are  satisfied  that  she  counselled  and  1843. 

encouraged  Clayton  to  set  fire  to  the  malt-house^  she  may  Rboina 

be  convicted  upon  this  indictment.  Clayton 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Greaves  and  W.  Johnstone  Neale,  for  the  prosecution. 
/.  G,  Phillimore,  for  the  prisoners. 

[  Attornies — Garhetty  and  Astrrley,'] 


STAFFORD  ASSIZES. 
(Crown  Side), 

BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    MAULE* 


M 


ReGINA  r.  HiGGINSON.  j^^  Qf^^ 

URDER. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  wilful  To  entitle  a 


Diurderof  his  son,  Charles  Higginson,  a  child  five  years  old,  acquitted  on 
y  burying  him  alive.     There  was  another  count  in  the  |S,\^[t7,te'*^ 
indictment,  which  charged  the  death  to  be  by  a  mortal  "»"«^»  a^  ^^^ 

*  "^  time  of  the  com- 

''XJture  of  the  skull.  mitting  of  the 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  clearly  proved;  and  it  ap-  teen  so  insane 
Peared  that  the  child,  who  was  in  perfect  health,  was  {.^Jf^^^^^^hV*** 
^en  into  a  wood,  and  there  buried  by  the  prisoner ;  and  from  wrong. 
®n  the  learned  Judge  inquiring  of  Mr.  Greatrix,  the  sur- 
JWn  who  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  whe- 
tter  a  fracture  of  the  skull  of  the  child  was  the  cause  of 
*u«  death,  or  whether  the  child  had,  after  the  fracture  of 
the  skull,  been  suffocated  by  being  buried  while  alive,  the 
prisoner  said,  in  open  court,  "  I  put  him  in  alive/^ 

The  prisoner,  who  had  no  counsel,  made  no  defence,  and 
>ud  he  had  no  witnesses;  but  Mr.  Brutton,  the  governor 

VOL,  I,  K  N.  p. 


V. 
HlOOINSON. 


ISO  CASES  ON  THE 

1843.  of  the  prison^  informed  Mr.  Bellamy^  the  clerk  of  assise^ 
Rboina  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  been  suggested  to  him  that  the  prisoner  was 
insane.  This  being  mentioned  by  Mr.  Bellamy  to  the 
learned  Judge^  his  Lordship  desired  that  any  persons  who 
could  depose  to  the  prisoner's  state  of  mind  would  come 
into  the  witness  box. 

Two  of  the  officers  of  the  prison^  one  of  whom  had 
known  the  prisoner  since  his  committal  on  this  charge, 
(May  20th^  1S43)^  and  the  other  of  whom  had  known  him 
from  the  time  of  their  being  at  school  together,  (the  pri- 
soner being  twenty-six  years  of  age),  being  sworn,  deposed 
to  the  prisoner  being  ''of  very  weak  intellect;"  and  Mr. 
Hughes,  the  surgeon  of  the  prison,  who  was  also  called,  by 
direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  stated  that  the  prisoner 
was  of  "  very  weak  intellect,  but  capable  of  knowing  right 
from  wrong.*' 

Maule,  J.,  (in  summing  up,  after  adverting  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  said) — If  you  are  satisfied  that  the  prisoner 
committed  this  offence,  but  you  are  also  satisfied  by  the 
evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  offence, 
the  prisoner  was  so  insane  that  he  did  not  know  right 
from  wrong,  he  should  be  acquitted  on  that  ground ;  but 
if  you  think  that,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
offence,  he  did  know  right  from  wrong,  he  is  responsible 
for  his  acts,  although  he  is  of  weak  intellect. 

Verdict — Guilty ;  and  the  prisoner  was  afterwards  exe- 
cuted {a), 

Corbett,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney — ButtertonJ] 

(a)  The  acquittal  of  Daniel  M^Naughten  for  the  murder  of  Mr.  Dnaih 
mond,  on  the  ground  of  insanity,  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  on  tbe 
5th  of  March,  1843,  gave  rise  to  a  discussion  in  the  House  of  Lords;  and 
the  following  were  the  questions  of  law  propounded  to  the  Judges  in  reli- 


V, 
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tioa  to  the  law  respecting  alleged  crimes  committed  by  persons  afflicted 
with  insane  delusion,  and  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  thereupon. 

These  questions,  and  the  opinions  of  the  Judges,  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  by  the  House  of  Lords  on  the  19th  of  June,  1843,  and  were  as     Hiooinson. 
follow : — 

• 

"  Ist. — What  is  the  law  respecting  alleged  crimes  committed  by  per- 
sons afflicted  with  insane  delusion  in  respect  of  one  or  more  par- 
ticular subjects  or  persons ;  as,  for  instance,  where,  at  the  time  of 
the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime,  the  accused  knew  he  was  act- 
ing contrary  to  law,  but  did  the  act  complained  of  with  a  view, 
under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging 
some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  supposed 
public  benefit  ? 

"  2nd. — ^What  are  the  proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury 
when  a  person,  alleged  to  be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion  respect* 
ing  one  or  more  particular  subjects  or  persons,  is  charged  with  the 
commission  of  a  crime  (murder,  for  example),  and  insanity  is  set 
up  as  a  defence? 

"3rd.— In  what  terms  ought  the  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to 
the  prisoner's  state  of  mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  com- 
mitted? 

"4th. — If  a  person  under  an  insane  delusion  as  to  existing  facts  com- 
mits an  offence  in  consequence  thereof,  is  he  thereby  excused  ? 

"5th. — Can  a  medical  man,  conversant  with  the  disease  of  insanity, 
who  never  saw  the  prisoner  previously  to  the  trial,  but  who  was 
present  during  the  whole  trial,  and  the  examination  of  all  the  wit- 
nesses, be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  state  of  the  prisoner's  mind 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime,  or  his  opinion 
whether  the  prisoner  was  conscious  at  the  time  of  doing  the  act 
that  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  or  whether  he  was  labouring 
under  any  and  what  delusion  at  the  time? 

"Mr.  Justice  Maule. — I  feel  great  difficulty  in  answering  the  questions 

pQt  by  your  lordships  on  this  occasion  : — First,  because  they  do  not  ap- 

P^  to  arise  out  of,  and  are  not  put  with  reference  to,  a  particular  case,  or 

^  a  particular  purpose,  which  might  explain  or  limit  the  generality  of 

^  terms,  so  that  full  answers  to  tbem  ought  to  be  applicable  to  every 

Mble  state  of  facts  not  inconsistent  with  those  assumed  in  the  questions; 

^  difficulty  is  the  greater,  from  the  practical  experience  both  of  the  Bar 

^d  the  Court  being  confined  to  questions  arising  out  of  the  facts  of  par- 

bctilar  cases :  secondly,  because  I  have  heard  no  argument  at  your  lord- 

'^>s'  Bar  or  elsewhere  on  the  subject  of  these  questions,  the  want  of  which 

I  feel  the  more  the  greater  is  the  number  and  extent  of  questions  which 

Bngfat  be  raised  in  argument :  and,  thirdly,  from  a  fear,  of  which  I  cannot 

^est  myself,  that  as  these  questions  relate  to  matters  of  criminal  law  of 

great  importance  and  frequent  occurrence,  the  answers  to  them  by  the 

k2 
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Rboina 

V. 

HIOOIN80N. 


Judges  may  embarrass  the  administration  of  justice  wlien  they  are  cited 
in  criminal  trials.  For  these  reasons  I  should  have  been  glad  if  my 
learned  brethren  would  have  joined  me  in  praying  your  lordships  to  ex- 
cuse us  from  answering  these  questions,  but  as  I  do  not  think  they  ought 
to  induce  me  to  ask  that  indulgence  for  myself  individually,  I  shall  pro- 
ceed to  give  such  answers  as  I  can,  after  the  very  short  time  which  I  have 
had  to  consider  the  questions,  and  under  the  difficulties  I  have  men- 
tioned, fearing  that  my  answers  may  be  as  little  satisfactory  to  others  as 
they  are  to  myself. 

'*The  first  question,  as  I  understand  it,  is,  in  effect,  What  is  the  law  re- 
specting alleged  crime,  when,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  it,  the 
accused  knew  he  was  acting  contrary  to  the  law,  but  did  the  act  with  a 
view,  under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging 
some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  supposed  public 
benefit  ?  If  I  were  to  understand  this  question  according  to  the  strict 
meaning  of  its  terms,  it  would  require,  in  order  to  answer  it,  a  solution  of 
all  questions  of  law  which  could  arise  on  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
question,  either  by  explicitly  stating  and  answering  such  questions,  or  by 
stating  some  principles  or  rules  which  would  suffice  for  the  solution.  I 
am  quite  unable  to  do  so,  and,  indeed,  doubt  whether  it  be  possible  to  be 
done,  and  therefore  request  to  be  permitted  to  answer  the  question  only 
so  far  as  it  comprehends  the  question  whether  a  person,  circumstanced  as 
stated  in  the  question,  is  for  that  reason  only  to  be  found  not  guilty  of  a 
crime  respf^cting  which  the  question  of  his  guilt  has  been  duly  raised  in  a 
criminal  proceeding ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  not.  There  is  no 
law  that  I  am  aware  of  that  makes  persons  in  the  state  described  in  the 
question  not  responsible  for  their  criminal  acts.  To  render  a  person  irre- 
sponsible for  crime  on  account  of  unsoundness  of  mind,  the  unsoundness 
should,  according  to  the  law  as  it  has  long  been  understood  and  held,  be 
such  as  to  render  him  incapable  of  knowing  right  from  wrong.  The  terms 
used  in  the  question  cannot  be  said  (with  reference  only  to  the  usage  of 
language)  to  be  equivalent  to  a  description  of  this  kind  and  degree  of  un- 
soundness of  mind.  If  the  state  described  in  the  question  be  one  which 
involves,  or  is  necessarily  connected  with,  such  an  unsoundness,  this  is  not 
a  matter  of  law,  but  of  physiology,  and  not  of  that  obvious  and  familiar 
kind  as  to  be  inferred  without  proof. 

''Second,  the  questions  necessarily  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  are  those 
questions  of  fact  which  are  raised  on  the  record.  In  a  criminal  trial,  the 
question  commonly  is,  whether  the  accused  be  guilty,  or  not  guilty;  but 
in  order  to  assist  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  right  conclusion  on  this  neces- 
sary and  ultimate  question,  it  is  usual  and  proper  to  submit  such  subordi- 
nate or  intermediate  questions  as  the  course  which  the  trial  has  taken  may 
have  made  it  convenient  to  direct  their  attention  to.  What  those  ques- 
tions are,  and  the  manner  of  submitting  them,  is  a  matter  of  discretion  for 
the  Judge — a  discretion  to  be  guided  by  a  consideration  of  all  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  inquiry.  In  performing  this  duty,  it  is  sometimes 
necessary  or  convenient  to  inform  the  jury  as  to  the  law;  and  if,  on  a  trial, 
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wch  as  is  suggested  in  the  question,  he  should  have  occasion  to  state  what  1843. 

kind  and  degree  of  insanity  would  amount  to  a  defence,  it  should  he       ^"^v^^^ 
stated  confonnably  to  what  I  have  mentioned  in  my  answer  to  the  first        aboina 
question  as  being,  in  my  opinion,  the  law  on  this  subject.  Hiooinson. 

"Third,  there  are  no  terms  which  the  Judge  is  bylaw  required  to  use. 
They  should  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  law  as  above  stated,  but  should 
be  such  aSy  in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  are  proper  to  assist  the  jury  in 
coining  to  a  right  conclusion  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  accused. 

"  Fourth,  the  answer  which  I  have  given  to  the  first  question  is  appli- 
cable to  this. 

"  Fifth,  whether  a  question  can  be  asked  depends,  not  merely  on  the 
questions  of  fact  raised  on  the  record,  but  on  the  course  of  the  cause  at 
the  time  it  is  proposed  to  ask  it ;  and  the  state  of  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
guilt  of  a  person  charged  with  a  crime,  and  defended  on  the  ground  of  in- 
isnity,  may  be  such  that  such  a  question  as  either  of  those  suggested  is 
proper  to  be  asked  and  answered,  though  the  witness  has  never  seen  the 
person  before  the  trial,  and  though  he  has  been  present  and  heard  the 
witnesses ;  these  circumstances,  of  his  never  having  seen  the  person  be- 
fore, and  of  his  having  been  present  at  the  trial,  not  being  necessarily 
mfficient,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  exclude  the  lawfulness  of  a  question  which 
is  otherwise  lawful,  though  I  will  not  say  that  an  inquiry  might  not  be  in 
nch  a  state  as  that  these  circumstances  should  have  such  an  effect. 

**  Supposing  there  is  nothing  else  in  the  state  of  the  trial  to  make  the 
questions  suggested  proper  to  be  asked  and  answered,  except  that  the  wit- 
ness had  been  present  and  heard  the  evidence,  it  is  to  be  considered 
whether  that  is  enough  to  sustain  the  question.  In  principle  it  is  open 
to  thb  objection,  that,  as  the  opinion  of  the  witness  is  founded  on  those 
conclusions  of  fact  which  he  forms  from  the  evidence,  and  as  it  does  not 
appear  what  those  conclusions  are,  it  may  be  that  the  evidence  he  gives  is 
on  such  an  assumption  of  facts  as  makes  it  irrelevant  to  the  inquiry.  But 
aicb  questions  have  been  very  frequently  asked,  and  the  evidence  to 
which  they  are  directed  has  been  given,  and  has  never,  that  I  am  aware 
of,  been  successfully  objected  to.  Evidence,  most  clearly  open  to  this  ob- 
jection, and  on  the  admission  of  which  the  event  of  a  most  important  trial 
probably  turned,  was  received  in  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  M'Navghten^ 
tried  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  in  March  last,  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  Mr.  Justice  JVUHams,  and  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  in  which  coun- 
sel of  the  highest  eminence  were  engaged  on  both  sides ;  and  I  think  the 
course  and  practice  of  receiving  such  evidence,  confirmed  by  the  very 
Ugh  authority  of  these  Judges,  who  not  only  received  it,  but  left  it,  as  I 
understand,  to  the  jury  without  any  remark  derogating  from  its  weight, 
ought  to  be  held  to  warrant  its  reception,  notwithstanding  the  objection  in 
principle  to  which  it  may  be  open.  In  cases  even  where  the  course  of 
practice  in  criminal  law  has  been  unfavourable  to  parties  accused,  and 
entirely  contrary  to  the  most  obvious  principles  of  justice  and  humanity, 
as  well  as  those  of  law,  it  has  been  held  that  such  practice  constituted  the 
law,  and  could  not  be  altered  without  the  authority  of  Parliament." 
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Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal. — **  My  lords,  her  Majesty's  Judges,  with 
the  exception  of  Mr.  Justice  AiauUf  who  has  stated  his  opinion  to  your 
lordships,  in  answering  the  questions  proposed  to  them  by  your  loidships' 
House,  think  it  right,  in  the  first  place,  to  state  that  they  have  forborne 
entering  into  any  particular  discussion  upon  these  questions^  from  die 
extreme  and  almost  insuperable  difficulty  of  applying  those  answen  to 
cases  in  which  the  facts  are  not  brought  judicially  before  them.  The 
facts  of  each  particular  case  must  of  necessity  present  themselTes  with 
endless  variety,  and  with  every  shade  of  difference  in  each  case;  and  as 
it  is  their  duty  to  declare  the  law  upon  each  particular  case,  on  fiwts 
proved  before  them,  and  after  hearing  argument  of  counsel  thereon,  they 
deem  it  at  once  impracticable,  and  at  the  same  time  dangerous  to  the 
administration  of  justice  if  it  were  practicable,  to  attempt  to  make  minute 
applications  of  the  principles  involved  in  the  answers  given  by  them  to 
your  lordships'  questions. 

*'  lliey  have,  therefore,  confined  their  answers  to  tlie  statement  of  that 
which  they  hold  to  be  the  law  upon  the  abstract  questions  proposed  by 
your  lordships ;  aud  as  they  deem  it  unnecessary,  in  this  peculiar  case,  to 
deliver  their  opinions  seriatim,  and  as  all  concur  in  the  same  opinion, 
they  desire  me  to  express  such  their  unanimous  opinion  to  your  lordships. 

*^  The  first  question  proposed  by  your  lordships  is  this :  *  What  is  the  law 
respecting  alleged  crimes  committed  by  persons  afflicted  with  insane 
delusion  in  respect  of  one  or  more  particular  subjects  or  persons ;  a%  for 
instance,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime,  the 
accused  knew  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  but  did  the  act  complained 
of  with  a  view,  under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or 
revenging  some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some 
supposed  public  benefit  ?' 

**  In  answer  to  which  question,  assuming  that  your  lordships'  inquiries 
are  confined  to  those  persons  who  labour  under  such  partial  delusions 
only,  and  are  not  in  other  respects  insane,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  party  accused  did  the  act  complained  of  with  a  view, 
under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging  some 
supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  public  benefit,  he  is 
nevertheless  punishable,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  committed, 
if  he  knew,  at  the  time  of  committing  such  crime,  that  he  was  acting 
contrary  to  law,  by  which  expression  we  understand  your  lordships  to 
mean  the  law  of  tlie  land. 

**  Your  lordships  are  pleased  to  inquire  of  us,  secondly:  '  What  are  the 
proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where  a  person  alleged  to 
be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion  respecting  one  or  more  particular  sub- 
jects or  persons  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  (murder,  for 
example),  and  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defence?'  And,  thirdly:  *  In  what 
terms  ought  the  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prisoner *s  state 
of  mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  committed  V  And  as  these  two 
questions  appear  to  us  to  be  more  conveniently  answered  together,  we 
have  to  submit  our  opinion  to  be,  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  told  in  all 
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that  every  man  is  to  be  presumed  to  be  sane,  and  to  possess  a  Buffi- 
dent  degree  of  reason  to  be  responsible  for  his  crimes,  until  the  contrary 
be  proved  to  their  satisfaction ;  and  that,  to  establish  a  defence  on  the 
groand  of  insanity,  it  must  be  clearly  proved,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  act,  the  party  accused  was  labouring  under  such  a  defect 
of  reason,  from  disease  of  the  mind,  as  not  to  know  the  nature  and 
quality  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  or,  if  he  did  know  it,  that  he  did  not 
know  he  was  doing  what  was  wrong.     The  mode  of  putting  the  latter 
part  of  the  question  to  the  jury  on  these  occasions  has  generally  been, 
whether  the  accused  at  the  time  of  doing  the  act  knew  the  difference 
between  right  and  wrong ;  which  mode,  though  rarely,  if  ever,  leading  to 
any  mistake  with  the  jury,  is  not,  as  we  conceive,  so  accurate  when  put 
generally,  and  in  the  abstract,  as  when  put  with  reference  to  the  party's 
knowledge  of  right  and  wrong  in  respect  to  the  very  act  with  which  he 
ii  charged.     If  the  question  were  to  be  put  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
accused,  solely  and  exclusively  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  land,  it 
might  tend  to  confound  the  jury,  by  inducing  them  to  believe  that  an 
actual  knowledge  of  the  law  of  the  land  was  essential  in  order  to  lead  to  a 
conviction  ;  whereas  the  law  is  administered  upon  the  principle  that  every 
one  must  be  taken  conclusively  to  know  it,  without  proof  that  he  does 
know  it.     If  the  accused  was  conscious  that  the  act  was  one  which  he 
ought  not  to  do,  and  if  that  act  was  at  the  same  time  contrary  to  the  law 
of  the  land,  he  is  punishable ;  and  the  usual  course,  therefore,  has  been,  to 
leave  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  the  party  accused  had  a  sufficient 
degree  of  reason  to  know  that  he  was  doing  an  act  that  was  wrong ;  and 
this  course  we  think  is  correct,  accompanied  with  such  observations  and 
explanations  as  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case  may  require. 

**  The  fourth  question  which  your  lordships  have  proposed  to  us  is 

this:—'  If  a  person  under  an  insane  delusion  as  to  existing  facts  commits 

an  ofience  in  consequence  thereof,  is  he  thereby  excused  ?*     To  which 

<|uestion  the  answer  must  of  course  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  delusion; 

Vut,  making  the  same  assumption  as  we  did  before,  namely,  that  he 

labours  under  such  partial  delusion  only,  and  is  not  in  other  respects 

insane,  we  think  he  must  be  considered  in  the  same  situation  as  to 

responsibility  as  if  the  facts  with  respect  to  which  the  delusion  exists  were 

real.     For  example,  if,  under  the  influence  of  his  delusion,  he  supposes 

another  man  to  be  in  the  act  of  attempting  to  take  away  his  life,  and  he 

kills  that  man,  as  he  supposes,  in  self-defence,  he  would  be  exempt  from 

punishment.    If  his  delusion  was  that  the  deceased  had  inflicted  a  serious 

injury  to  his  character  and  fortune,  and  he  killed  him  in  revenge  for  such 

supposed  injury,  he  woidd  be  liable  to  punishment. 

"  The  quesUon  lastly  proposed  by  your  lordships  is : — •  Can  a  medical 
man,  conversant  with  the  disease  of  insanity,  who  never  saw  the  prisoner 
previously  to  the  trial,  but  who  was  present  during  the  whole  trial  and 
the  examination  of  all  the  witnesses,  be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  state 
of  the  prisoner's  mind  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime, 
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or  his  opinion  whether  the  prisoner  was  conscious  at  the  time  of  doing 
the  act  that  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  or  whether  he  was  lahooring 
under  any  and  what  delusion  at  the  time  ?'  In  answer  thereto,  we  state 
to  your  lordships,  that  we  think  the  medical  man,  under  the  circumstances 
supposed,  cannot  in  strictness  he  asked  his  opinion  in  the  terms  aboTe 
stated,  because  each  of  those  questions  involves  the  determination  of  the 
truth  of  the  facts  deposed  to,  which  it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide,  and  the 
questions  are  not  mere  questions  upon  a  matter  of  science,  in  which 
case  such  evidence  is  admissible.  But,  where  the  facts  are  admitted,  or 
not  disputed,  and  the  question  becomes  substantially  one  of  science  only, 
it  may  be  convenient  to  allow  the  question  to  be  put  in  that  general  form, 
though  the  same  cannot  be  insisted  on  as  a  matter  of  right," 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    WILLIAMS. 


Shenton  V.  James. 

A  paper  writ-  A.SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiflT^  as  the  payee^  against  the 
lowing  foJm!—  defendant,  as  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  dated  the 
•*  On  demand     i7tii  of  December,  1842,  for  £50,  payable  on  demand. 

I  promise  to  ^  i     i  i       ^   /•      i 

pay  to  w.  S.  Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit;  and  second,  that  the  defendant 

inconsidera-  *  was  induced  to  make  the  notc  by  the  fraud, covin,  and  misrc- 

il°"andfoiW-  presentation  of  the  plaintiff.      Replication,  denying  the 

ing  an  action  at  fraud,  coviu,  and  misrepresentation. 

law  in  the  Court 


It  was  opened  by  Whateley,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the 


of  Queen's 
Bench,  for 
damages  ascer* 

tained,  by  con-   plaintiff's  wife,  having  been  severely  injured  by  a  fall,  occa- 

sent,  to  amount 

to  that  sum,  by  sioned  by  a  bridge  which  was  in  a  footpath  being  out  of 
[nj"ry  sustain-  repair,  the  defendant,  who  was  the  surveyor  of  the  high- 
ed  by  his  wife,    ^ayg  of  the  parish  of  Seighford,  in  which  the  footpath  and 

in  respect  of  my         •'  *^  .  .  . 

liability  for  bridge  wcro  situate,  had  given  the  note  in  question  to  the 
footway,  in  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  forbearing  to 
finedfT.!."   ^^^^S  an  action  against  him  for  negligence  in  not  having 

—is  a  promissory  note. 
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had  the  bridge  prof>erly  repaired.     He  cited  the  6th  and         1843. 
94th  sections  of  the  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  60(a).      ^ 


The  note,  which  was  on  a  Ss.  6d.  stamp,  was  put  in  and 
read :  it  was  in  the  following  form  : — 

"  £50  0  0  Crabbery  Hall,  Stafford, 

17th  December,  1843. 
"  On  demand,  I  promise  to  pay  to  William 
Shenton  the  sum  of  Fifty  Pounds,  in  consideration  of  fore- 
going and  forbearing  an  action  at  law  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  for  damages  ascertained,  by  consent,  to 
amount  to  that  sum,  by  reason  of  the  injury  sustained  by 
Ids  wife,  in  respect  of  my  liability  for  non-repair  of  a  foot- 
iray  in  the  parish  of  Seighford. 

''Thomas  James. 
"  Witness,  John  Harris." 

IL  V.  Richards,  for  the  defendant — I  submit  that  this 
is  not  a  promissory  note.  It  is,  if  any  thing  at  all,  an 
agreement,  and  ought  to  bear  an  agreement  stamp. 

Williams,  J. — I  shall  not  stop  the  case  on  this  objec- 
tion. If  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  should  think  that  this 
is  not  a  note,  you  shall  have  the  benefit  of  your  objection. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues,  with  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Whateleyy  Carrington,  and  Meteyard,  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  By  the  former  of  these  sec-  ments;"  and  by  the  latter,  "if  any 
tioDs,  the  word  *'  highways  "  in  that  highway  is  out  of  repair,"  two  jus- 
act  li  to  be  "  understood  to  mean  tices  may  convict  the  surveyor  of 
all  roads,  bridges^  (not  being  county  the  highways,  or  any  other  party 
bridges),  carriage-ways,  cartways,  liable  to  repair  the  highway,  in  any 
horseways,  bridleways,  footways,  penalty  not  exceeding  £5, 
causeways,  church  ways,  and  pave* 
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Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal. — **  My  lords,  her  Mi^esty's  Judges  wiik 
the  exception  of  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  who  has  stated  his  opinion  to  your 
lordships,  in  answering  the  questions  proposed  to  tliem  hy  your  lordships* 
House,  think  it  right,  in  the  first  place,  to  state  that  they  have  foriionie 
entering  into  any  particular  discussbn  upon  these  questions,  from  tbe 
extreme  and  almost  insuperable  difficulty  of  applying  those  answers  to 
cases  in  which  the  facts  are  not  brought  judicially  before  them.  The 
facts  of  each  particular  case  must  of  necessity  present  themselTet  with 
endless  variety,  and  with  every  shade  of  difference  in  each  case;  and  as 
it  is  their  duty  to  declare  the  law  upon  each  particular  case,  oo  fiwts 
proved  before  them,  and  after  hearing  argument  of  counsel  thereon,  tiiey 
deem  it  at  once  impracticable,  and  at  the  same  time  dangeroua  to  the 
administration  of  justice  if  it  were  practicable,  to  attempt  to  make  minnCt 
applications  of  the  principles  involved  in  the  answers  given  by  them  to 
your  lordships'  questions. 

*'  They  have,  therefore,  confined  their  answers  to  the  statement  of  that 
which  they  hold  to  be  the  law  upon  the  abstract  questions  proposed  by 
your  lordships ;  and  as  they  deem  it  unnecessary,  in  this  peculiar  case,  to 
deliver  their  opinions  seriatim,  and  as  all  concur  in  the  same  opinion, 
they  desire  me  to  express  such  their  unanimous  opinion  to  your  lordships. 

**  The  first  question  proposed  by  your  lordships  is  this :  ^  What  is  the  law 
respecting  allied  crimes  committed  by  persons  afilicted  with  insane 
delusion  in  respect  of  one  or  more  particular  subjects  or  persons ;  a%  for 
instance,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime.,  the 
accused  knew  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  but  did  the  act  complained 
of  with  a  view,  under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or 
revenging  some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some 
supposed  public  benefit  V 

"  In  answer  to  which  question,  assuming  that  your  lordships'  inquiries 
are  confined  to  those  persons  who  labour  under  such  partial  delusiaDs 
only,  and  are  not  in  other  respects  insane,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  party  accused  did  the  act  complained  of  with  a  view, 
under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging  some 
supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  public  benefit,  he  is 
nevertheless  punishable,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  committed, 
if  he  knew,  at  the  time  of  committing  such  crime,  that  he  was  acting 
contrary  to  law,  by  which  expression  we  understand  your  lordships  to 
mean  the  law  of  the  land. 

**  Your  lordships  are  pleased  to  inquire  of  us,  secondly:  '  What  are  the 
proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where  a  person  alleged  to 
be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion  respecting  one  or  more  particular  sub- 
jects or  persons  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  (murder,  for 
example),  and  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defence?'  And,  thirdly:  '  In  what 
terms  ought  the  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prisoner  s  state 
of  mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  committed  ?'  And  as  these  two 
questions  appear  to  us  to  be  more  conveniently  answered  together,  we 
have  to  submit  our  opinion  to  be,  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  told  in  all 


OXFORD  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  6  VICT.  189 

and  intending  to  prevent  and  obstruct  the  collection^  in         1843. 
due  course  of  law,  of  the  revenue  of  this  kingdom,  and  to      ^i^^^ 
procure  and  induce  the  liege  subjects  of  this  realm  to      _.^,''- 

.  °  "  O  Nbill. 

refuse  and  resist  the  payment  of  the  taxes  due  and  pay- 
able by  the  laws  now  in  force ;  and  further  unlawfully  and 
wickedly  contriving  and  intending  to  persuade  and  induce 
large  numbers  of  the  subjects  of  this  kingdom,  being  work- 
men working  and  labouring  in  certain  trades,  and  particu- 
larly large  numbers  of  persons  working  in  the  coal  and  iron 
trades,  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  to  conspire,  combine,  con- 
federate, and  agree  together  for  the  piurpose  of  obtaining  an 
increase  of  their  wages  in  the  said  trades,  by  ceasing  and 
abstaining  altogether  from  working  and  labouring  in  their 
said  trades ;  and  further  wickedly  and  unlawfully  contriv- 
ing and  intending  to  procure  and  cause  the  said  workmen 
to  hold  and  meet  in  unlawful  assemblies,  and  to  make 
riots,  routs,  and  disturbances,  and  to  break  the  public 
peace,  and  resist  the  execution  of  the  laws,  heretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  August,  1842,  at  Rowley  Regis, 
in  the  county  of  Sta£Fbrd,  with  force  and  arms,  did  address 
a  certain  discourse  to  divers,  to  wit,  one  thousand  of  the 
subjects  of  this  realm  then  and  there  being  assembled,  of 
and  concerning  the  law  and  constitution  of  this  realm,* 
and  of  and  concerning  the  Commons  House  of  Parliament, 
and  of  and  concerning  the  revenue  and  taxes  of  this 
kingdom,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  combina- 
tion, conspiracy,  and  confederacy  of  the  said  workmen 
to  obtain  an  increase  of  wages  by  wholly  ceasing  and 
abstaining  from  working  and  labouring  in  their  said  trades 
as  above-mentioned,*  and  in  different  parts  of  the  said 
discourse  did  then  and  there,  unlawfully,  wickedly,  and 
seditiously,  speak,  publish,  and  address,  in  a  loud  voice, 
to  and  in  the  hearing  of  the  said  persons  so  assembled, 
amongst  other  things,  the  false,  seditious,  scandalous, 
libellous,  and  inflammatory  words  and  matter  following, 
of  and  concerning  the  laws  and  constitution  of  this 
realm,  [repeating  the  words  between  the  *  *],  that  is  to 
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Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal. — **  My  lords,  her  Majesty's  Judges,  with 
the  exception  of  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  who  has  stated  his  opinion  to  your 
lordships,  in  answering  the  questions  proposed  to  them  hy  your  lordships* 
House,  think  it  right,  in  the  first  place,  to  state  that  they  have  forbont 
entering  into  any  particular  discussion  upon  these  questions,  from  the 
extreme  and  almost  insuperable  diflSculty  of  applying  those  antwers  to 
cases  in  which  the  facts  are  not  brought  judicially  before  them*  The 
facts  of  each  particular  case  must  of  necessity  present  themselTei  with 
endless  variety,  and  with  every  shade  of  difference  in  each  case;  and  as 
it  is  their  duty  to  declare  the  law  upon  each  particular  case,  00  fiwts 
proved  before  them,  and  after  hearing  argument  of  counsel  thereon,  they 
deem  it  at  once  impracticable,  and  at  the  same  time  dangerous  to  the 
administration  of  justice  if  it  were  practicable,  to  attempt  to  make  minute 
applications  of  the  principles  involved  in  the  answers  given  by  them  to 
your  lordships'  questions. 

*'  They  have,  therefore,  confined  their  answers  to  tlie  statement  of  that 
which  they  hold  to  be  the  law  upon  the  abstract  questions  proposed  by 
your  lordships ;  and  as  they  deem  it  unnecessary,  in  this  peculiar  case,  to 
deliver  their  opinions  seriatim,  and  as  all  concur  in  the  same  i^pinion, 
they  desire  me  to  express  such  their  unanimous  opinion  to  your  lordships. 

**  The  first  question  proposed  by  your  lordships  is  this :  *  What  is  the  law 
respecting  alleged  crimes  committed  by  persons  afilicted  with  insane 
delusion  in  respect  of  one  or  more  particular  subjects  or  persons ;  a%  for 
instance,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime.,  the 
accused  knew  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  but  did  the  act  complained 
of  with  a  view,  under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or 
revenging  some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some 
supposed  public  benefit  V 

"  In  answer  to  which  question,  assuming  that  your  lordships'  inquiries 
are  confined  to  those  persons  who  labour  under  such  partial  delusions 
only,  and  are  not  in  other  respects  insane,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  party  accused  did  the  act  complained  of  with  a  view, 
under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging  some 
supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  public  benefit,  he  is 
nevertheless  punishable,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  committed, 
if  he  knew,  at  the  time  of  committing  such  crime,  that  he  was  acting 
contrary  to  law,  by  which  expression  we  understand  your  lordships  to 
mean  the  law  of  the  land. 

**  Your  lordships  are  pleased  to  inquire  of  us,  secondly:  '  What  are  the 
proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where  a  person  alleged  to 
be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion  respecting  one  or  more  particular  sub- 
jects or  persons  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  (murder,  for 
example),  and  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defence?'  And,  thirdly:  '  In  what 
terms  ought  the  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prisoner's  state 
of  mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  committed  V  And  as  these  two 
questions  appear  to  us  to  be  more  conveniently  answered  together,  we 
have  to  submit  our  opinion  to  be,  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  told  in  all 
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that  every  man  ia  to  be  presumed  to  be  sane,  and  to  possess  a  suffi- 
cient degree  of  reason  to  be  responsible  for  his  crimes,  until  the  contrary 
be  proved  to  their  satisfaction ;  and  that,  to  establish  a  defence  on  the 
ground  of  insanity,  it  must  be  clearly  proved,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mittiDg  of  the  act,  the  party  accused  was  labouring  under  such  a  defect 
of  reasoDy  from  disease  of  the  mind,  as  not  to  know  the  nature  and 
quality  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  or,  if  he  did  know  it,  that  he  did  not 
know  he  was  doing  what  was  wrong.     The  mode  of  putting  the  latter 
psrt  of  the  question  to  the  jury  on  these  occasions  has  generally  been, 
whether  the  accused  at  the  time  of  doing  the  act  knew  the  difference 
between  right  and  wrong ;  which  mode,  though  rarely,  if  ever,  leading  to 
any  mistake  with  the  jury,  is  not,  as  we  conceive,  so  accurate  when  put 
generally,  and  in  the  abstract,  as  when  put  with  reference  to  the  party's 
knowledge  of  right  and  wrong  in  respect  to  the  very  act  with  which  he 
is  charged.     If  the  question  were  to  be  put  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
accused,  solely  and  exclusively  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  land,  it 
might  tend  to  confound  the  jury,  by  inducing  them  to  believe  that  an 
actual  knowledge  of  the  law  of  the  land  was  essential  in  order  to  lead  to  a 
conviction  ;  whereas  the  law  is  administered  upon  the  principle  that  every 
one  must  be  taken  conclusively  to  know  it,  without  proof  that  he  does 
know  it.     If  the  accused  was  conscious  that  the  act  was  one  which  he 
ought  not  to  do,  and  if  that  act  was  at  the  same  time  contrary  to  the  law 
of  the  land,  he  is  punishable ;  and  the  usual  course,  therefore,  has  been,  to 
leave  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  the  party  accused  had  a  sufficient 
degree  of  reason  to  know  that  he  was  doing  an  act  that  was  wrong ;  and 
this  course  we  think  is  correct,  accompanied  with  such  observations  and 
explanations  as  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case  may  require. 

**  The  fourth  question  which  your  lordships  have  proposed  to  us  is 

this:—'  If  a  person  under  an  insane  delusion  as  to  existing  facts  commits 

an  offence  in  consequence  thereof,  is  he  thereby  excused  ? '     To  which 

question  the  answer  must  of  course  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  delusion; 

but,  making  the  same  assumption  as  we  did  before,  namely,  that  he 

labours  under  such  partial  delusion  only,  and  is  not  in  other  respects 

insane,  we  think  he  must  be  considered  in  the  same  situation  as  to 

responsibility  as  if  the  facts  with  respect  to  which  the  delusion  exists  were 

real.     For  example,  if,  under  the  influence  of  his  delusion,  he  supposes 

another  man  to  be  in  the  act  of  attempting  to  take  away  his  life,  and  he 

kills  that  man,  as  he  supposes^  in  self-defence,  he  would  be  exempt  from 

punishment.    If  his  delusion  was  that  the  deceased  had  inflicted  a  serious 

injury  to  his  character  and  fortune,  and  he  killed  him  in  revenge  for  such 

supposed  injury,  he  woidd  be  liable  to  punishment. 

"  The  question  lastly  proposed  by  your  lordships  is : — •  Can  a  medical 
man,  conversant  with  the  disease  of  insanity,  who  never  saw  the  prisoner 
previously  to  the  trial,  but  who  was  present  during  the  whole  trial  and 
the  examination  of  all  the  witnesses,  be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  state 
of  the  prisoner's  mind  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime, 
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Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal. — '<  My  lords,  her  Majesty's  Judges,  with 
the  exception  of  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  who  has  stated  his  opinion  to  your 
lordships,  in  answering  the  questions  proposed  to  them  hy  your  lordships' 
House,  think  it  right,  in  the  first  pUice,  to  state  that  they  have  forbonia 
entering  into  any  particular  discussion  upon  these  quettions,  from  the 
extreme  and  almost  insuperahle  diflSculty  of  applying  those  answers  to 
cases  in  which  the  facts  are  not  hrought  judicially  before  them.  The 
facts  of  each  particular  case  must  of  necessity  present  themselTea  widi 
endless  variety,  and  with  every  shade  of  difference  in  each  case;  and  as 
it  is  their  duty  to  declare  the  law  upon  each  particular  case,  on  ikcts 
proved  before  them,  and  after  hearing  argument  of  counsel  thereon,  tiiey 
deem  it  at  once  impracticable,  and  at  the  same  time  dangerous  to  the 
administration  of  justice  if  it  were  practicable,  to  attempt  to  make  minute 
applications  of  the  principles  involved  in  the  answers  given  by  them  to 
your  lordships'  questions. 

*'  'iliey  have,  therefore,  confined  their  answers  to  tlie  statement  of  that 
which  they  hold  to  be  the  law  upon  the  abstract  questions  proposed  by 
your  lordships ;  and  as  they  deem  it  unnecessary,  in  this  peculiar  case,  to 
deliver  their  opinions  seriatim,  and  as  all  concur  in  the  same  opinion, 
they  desire  me  to  express  such  their  unanimous  opinion  to  your  lordships. 

*^  The  first  question  proposed  by  your  lordships  is  this :  ^  What  is  the  law 
respecting  alleged  crimes  committed  by  persons  afilicted  with  insane 
delusion  in  respect  of  one  or  more  particular  subjects  or  persons ;  a%  for 
instance,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  crime,  the 
accused  knew  he  was  acting  contrary  to  law,  but  did  the  act  complained 
of  with  a  view,  under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or 
revenging  some  supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some 
supposed  public  benefit  V 

"  In  answer  to  which  question,  assuming  that  your  lordships'  inquiries 
are  confined  to  those  persons  who  labour  under  such  partial  delusioDs 
only,  and  are  not  in  other  respects  insane,  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  party  accused  did  the  act  complained  of  with  a  view, 
under  the  influence  of  insane  delusion,  of  redressing  or  revenging  some 
supposed  grievance  or  injury,  or  of  producing  some  public  benefit,  he  is 
nevertheless  punishable,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  crime  committed, 
if  he  knew,  at  the  time  of  committing  such  crime,  that  he  was  acting 
contrary  to  law,  by  which  expression  we  understand  your  lordships  to 
mean  the  law  of  the  land. 

**  Your  lordships  are  pleased  to  inquire  of  us,  secondly:  '  What  are  the 
proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where  a  person  alleged  to 
be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion  respecting  one  or  more  particular  sub- 
jects or  persons  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  (murder,  for 
example),  and  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defence?'  And,  thirdly:  '  In  what 
terms  ought  the  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prisoner *8  state 
of  mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  committed  V  And  as  these  two 
questions  appear  to  us  to  be  more  conveniently  answered  together,  we 
have  to  submit  our  opinion  to  be,  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  told  in  ail 
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as  that  in  which  it  has  been  shaped  by  the  committing         1843. 
magistrate,  it  is  obvious  that  it  will,  to  a  certain  extent,       "uhontA 
repeal  the  statute  which  was  intended  to  abridge  the  right         ,  ^^ 
which  parties  indicted  for  misdemeanor  had  of  putting  off 
their  trial. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — T  will  take  the  commitment  and  the  in- 
dictment, and  also  look  at  the  depositions,  and  I  will  con- 
sult my  two  learned  Brethren,  and  will  intimate  my  opinion 
to-morrow. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^We  have  looked  at  the  act  of  Parliament,  Oct,  12//1. 
and  the  warrant,  the  indictment,  and  the  depositions,  and 
we  think  that  substantially  it  is  not  the  same  offence.  The 
warrant  having  been  for  the  commitment  of  the  defendant 
for  a  tumultuous  meeting,  and  after  that  the  bill  preferred 
against  him  being  for  seditious  speeches,  we  do  not  think 
it  is  the  same  offence,  and  he  is  therefore  at  liberty  to  tra- 
verse. 

The  defendant  traversed  accordingly. 

FoUetty  S.  G.,  and  Waddington,  for  the  Crown. 
F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Solicitors  for  the  Treasury  ^  and  RowlinsonJ] 


The  indictment  having  been  removed  by  certiorari,  it 
came  on  to  be  tried  by  a  special  jury  on  the  Nisi  Prius  side 
of  the  Stafford  Summer  Assizes,  1843,  before  Mr.  Justice 
Williams,  when  the  defendant  was  convicted. 

Toifowrd  Serjt.,  R.  V.  Richards,  Godson,  and  fV.  J.  Alex- 
ander, for  the  Crown. 

The  defendant,  in  person. 

[Attomies—iSo/ta^ori/or  the  Treasury,  8fJ,  B,  Hehhert,  and  RowUnson^ 
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HUNTINGDON  ASSIZES. 
{Crown  Siele). 

BEFORE    LORD    DENMAN^    C.  J. 


Jufy  26th.  Begina  V.  Jane  Brawn  and  Thomas  Webb. 

A.,  a  married  xSlGAMY. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged 

Hfe"t?me*of  her  ^^^^  *^^  prisoner  had  married  Thomas  Brawn,  and  after- 

hu8band,jnar-  ^^rds  married  the  other  prisoner,  Thomas  Webb,  the  said 

wa«  a  widower,  Thomas   Brawn   being  then   alive.      The  second  count 

the  husband  of  charged  that  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Webb,  on  &c.,  at  &c., 

^iB\er^— Held  "  unlawfully,  maliciously,  and  feloniously,  did  incite,  move, 

that  this  was  procure,   coutisel  (a),  hire,  and  command  the  said   Jane 

bigamy  in  A*, 

and  that  the  Brawn  the  felony  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  afore- 
that  the  mar*.  Said,  to  do  and  Commit,  against  the  form  of  the  sta- 
Rwoufd^ilaTe^  tute,"  &c.  The  third  count  charged  that  the  prisoner, 
been  wholly  Thomas  Webb,  '^  well  knowing  the  said  Jane  Brawn  to 
Stat.  5  8c  6  have  done  and  committed  the  said  felony  and  bigamy  in 
a.  2,  even  if  A.  foTui  aforcsaid,  to  wit,  ou  the  same  day  and  year  afore- 
had  been  an  sBid"  at  &c.,  "  the  said  Jane  Brawn  did  feloniously  receive, 

unmarried  per-  '  '  y  » 

son,  made  no      harbour,  and  maintain,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,'^  &c. 

difTerence: — 

Held,  also,  that,  if  B.  knew  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  with  A.  that  she  was  a  married  woman, 

he  might  be  convicted  of  the  felony  of  counselling  A.  to  commit  bigamy. 

(a)  By  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  vhcre,  every  such  offender,  and 

31,  8.  22,  it  is  enacted,  **  that  if  any  every  person  coun$eUingf  aiding, 

person,  being  married,  shall  marry  and  abetting  such  offender,  shall 

any  other  person  during  the  life  of  be  guilty  of  felony,"  and  be  liable 

the  former  husband  or  wife,  whether  to  be  transported  for  seven  years, 

the    second  marriage  shall    have  or  imprisoned  with  or  without  hard 

taken  place  in  England  or  else-  labour  for  two  years. 
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It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  Jane  Brawn^  whose  maiden         1843. 
name  was  Colbert^  was  married  to  Thomas  Brawn  in  the 
year  1833^  at  the  parish  church  of  Wood  Walton,  in  Hun- 
tingdonshire, and  that  after  living  with  him  three  years  she 
left  him.  It  further  appeared  that,  on  the  15th  of  October, 
1839,  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Webb,  married  Mary  Ann 
Colbert,  the  younger  sister  of  the  prisoner  Jane  Brawn, 
who  died  in  about  six  months  after  that  marriage.     It  was 
proved  that  the  two  prisoners  were  married  by  license  at 
St.  Luke's  Church,  Middlesex,  on  the  15th  of  April,  1843> 
and  that  the  first  husband  of  the  female  prisoner  was  alive 
and  lived  at  Altonbury,  which  is  only  four  miles  from 
TWood  Walton,  where  the  prisoners  both  resided ;  and  it 
^v-as  proved  that  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Webb,  saw  him  at 
^Cichaelmas  1842. 

WorUedge,  for  the  prisoners. — I  submit  that  the  crime  of 
oigamy  cannot  be  committed  by  a  marriage  between  a 
^K^arried  woman  and  the  widower  of  her  sister.     By  the 
^tat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  54,  s.  2,  it  is  enacted  '*  that  all  mar- 
riages which  shall   hereafter   [that  is,  after  the  31st  of 
August,  1835]  be  celebrated  between  persons  within  the 
prohibited  degrees  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  shall  be 
^lately  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what 
^?er,''  and  therefore,  as  I  submit,  a  marriage  thus  de- 
clared void  cannot  be  taken  to  be  good  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  this  charge. 

Lord  Denhan,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  validity 
of  the  second  marriage  does  not  affect  the  question.  It  is 
the  appearing  to  contract  a  second  marriage,  and  the  going 
through  the  ceremony  which  constitutes  the  crime  of 
higamy,  otherwise  it  could  never  exist  in  the  ordinary 
esses;  as  a  previous  marriage  always  renders  null  and  void 
a  marriage  that  is  celebrated  afterwards  by  either  of  the 
pvties  during  the  lifetime  of  the  other.  Whether,  there- 
fore, the  marriage  of  the  two  prisoners  was  or  was  not  in 
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1843.         itself  prohibited^  and  therefore  null  and  void^  does  not  sig- 
Rbgima       ^^f  ^^^  ^^^  woman^  having  a  husband  then  alive^  has  com- 
mitted the  crime  of  bigamy  by  doing  all  that  in  her  lay  by 
entering  into  marriage  with  another  man. 

Worlledge. — I  submit  as  to  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Webb, 
that  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  intention  of  the  other  prisoner  to  commit  this  felony, 
or  that  he  has  done  any  direct  act  to  incite  and  induce  her 
to  commit  the  felony,  in  the  terms  of  the  second  count  of 
the  indictment ;  and  as  to  the  last  count,  I  submit  there 
is  no  evidence  whatever. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
last  count ;  but  as  to  the  other,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Worlledge  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoners. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^With  respect  to 
Mrs.  Brawn,  the  only  question  is,  whether  her  first  hus- 
band was  alive  at  the  time  of  her  second  marriage,  and  you 
have  proof  that  he  was.  With  regard  to  the  other  pri- 
soner, Webb,  you  are  to  say  whether  he  counselled  Mrs. 
Brawn  to  commit  the  felony,  but  to  constitute  the  offence 
in  him,  I  think  that  he  must  be  shewn  to  have  known  that 
she  was  a  married  woman.  You  will  say  on  the  evidence 
whether  you  are  satisfied  that  he  knew  it. 

Verdict — Guilty,  as  to  both  prisoners. 
Sentence  was,  to  each  two  months' 
imprisonment,  (a) 

Gunning^  for  the  prosecution. 

Worliedge,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — Maule,  and  JHuunybun.^ 
(a)  See  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Penson,  5  C.  &  P.  4] 2. 
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DERBY  ASSIZES. 
{Croum  Side), 

BEFORE    BARON    ALDERSON. 


BeGIXA  V,  BOWDEN. 

Larceny  in  a  dwelUng-house  to  the  value  of  £5. —  A  person  who 
The  indictment  charged  the  prisoner,  James  Bowden,  with  ^dwmng-houte 
«tealing,  at  the  parish  of  Glossop,  on  the  5th  day  of  Janu-  ^f^^If^Jh^r^'^o  "^^ 
«y,  5  Vict.,  *'  in  the  dwelling-house  of  him  the  said  James  the  value  of 

,£5  m&v  be 

Bowden,  there  situate/'  a  number  of  articles  enumerated  convicted  of 
in  the  indictment,  above  the  value  of  £5,  the  property  of  a^wdUng-liouse 
Harris  Seagall.  '"  '^e  value 

°  of  jc5,  under 

It  appeared  that  the  prosecutor,  who  was  a  hawker,  the  stat.  7  Will, 
having  a  box  of  jewellery  goods,  had  left  his  box  and  goods  ^  qq  s.  2. 
in  the  house  of  the  prisoner,  where  he  was  lodging,  and 
that  the  prisoner  stole  them  therefrom. 

Verdict—  Guilty  of  the  whole  charge. 

Alderson,  B.,  entertained  some  doubt  whether  the 
offence  charged  amounted  to  that  of  stealing  to  the  value 
of  £5  within  a  dwelling-house  (the  dwelling-house  in  the 
indictment  being  that  of  the  prisoner  himself),  in  which 
case,  by  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  2,  the  mini- 
mum  punishment  of  transportation  was  for  ten  years,  or 
whether  the  offence  charged  amounted  only  to  that  of 
^ple  larceny,  in  which  case  the  maximum  of  punishment 
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was  transportation  for  seven  years;  and  his  Lordship  re- 
served the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  that  they 
might  determine  which  of  the  two  sentences  was  the  legal 
one. 


In  the  ensuing  term,  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
Judges,  and  their  Lordships  were  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  this  was  a  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house,  and  that  judg- 
ment might  be  accordingly  pronounced,  that  the  prisoner 
should  be  transported  for  ten  years. 


LINCOLN  SUMMER  ASSIZES, 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    LOKD    ABINGEK,    C.  B. 


If  in  an  action 
for  breach  of 
promise  of  mar- 
riage the  de- 
fendant plead 
that,  before  any 
breach  of  the 
promise,  the 
parties  mutu- 
ally agreed  to 
exonerate  each 
other  from  their 
promises,  and 
this  be  denied 
by  the  replica- 
tion:—^e/(f, 
that  on  these 
pleadings  the 
defendant  is 
entitled  to 
begin. 


Stanton  v.  Paton  and  Wife. 

15BEACH  of  promise  of  marriage. — ^The  declaration 
stated^  that  while  the  defendant  Ellen  Willerton  was  sole 
and  unmarried^  to  wit^  on  the  1st  day  of  January^  1842^  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiflT^  being  then  unmarried^  then 
had  promised  to  marry  her^  she  then  promised  to  marry 
him.  Breach^  that  she  married  a  certain  other  person  than 
the  plaintiflFy  to  wit,  the  other  defendant.  Plea,  "  that 
after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  by  the  said  Ellen 
Willerton,  as  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  before 
any  breach  thereof  by  the  said  E.  W.  or  the  plaintiff^  and 
before  the  marriage  of  the  defendant,  and  whilst  the  said 
E.  W.  was  sole  and  unmarried,  and  long  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1842,  it  was  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff 
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and  the  defendant^  the  said  E.  W.^  that  they^  the  plaintiff,        1843. 
and  the  defendant,  the  said  E.  W.,  should  respectively      Stanton 
exonerate,  release,  and  discharge  each  other  from  the  per-  ^' 

formance  of  the  said  respective  promises  in  the  said  declar- 
ation mentioned;  and,  in  consideration  that  the  defendant, 
the  said  E.  W.,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  had  then 
exonerated,  released,  and  discharged  him,  the  plaintiff, 
firom  the  performance  of  his  said  promise  to  marry  her,  the 
said  E.  W.,  he,  the  plaintiff,  then  exonerated,  released, 
and  discharged  her,  the  said  E.  W.,  from  the  perform- 
ance of  her  said  promise — (concluding  with  a  verification). 
Replication — '"That  it  was  not  mutually  agreed  by  or 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  E.  W.,  that  they,  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  E.  W.,  should  respectively  exonerate, 
release,  and  discharge  each  other  from  the  performance  of 
their  said  respective  promises  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
nor  did  the  plaintiff  exonerate,  release,  or  discharge  the 
said  E.  W.  from  the  performance  of  her  said  promise,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  defendants  have  in  their  said  plea 
alleged*' — (concluding  to  the  country). 

M.  D.  Hill,  for  the  defendants,  claimed  the  right  to 
begin  as  it  lay  upon  the  defendants  to  prove  the  only  issue 
which  was  raised  on  the  record ;  this  being  an  action  on  a 
contract,  and  the  contract  being  admitted  by  the  pleadings. 

Whitehurst,  for  the  plaintiff. — In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
goes  for  substantial  damages,  and  although  this  action  is 
in  point  of  form  an  action  upon  a  contract,  yet  it  is  an 
action  for  a  personal  injury,  and  it  should  therefore  fall 
within  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Judges  in  the  case  of 
Carter  v.  Jones  (a),  that  the  plaintiff  should  begin,  although 
the  proof  of  the  issue  lies  on  the  defendant. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B.,   (having  conferred  with  Patte^ 

(a)  6  C.  &  P.  64. 
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Stanton 

r. 
Patok. 


son,  J.) — We  think  that  in  this  case  the  defendants  have 
the  right  to  begin. 

M.  D.  Hill,  for  the  defendant,  began. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


fVhilehurst  and  Boden,  for  the  plaintiff. 
M.  D.  Hill  and  Humfrey,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attomies — Laeey  8f  Howard,  and  Pidcering  ^  CoJ] 


sasa 


WESTERN  CIRCUIT. 


HAMPSHIRE  SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1840. 


BEFORE    MR.    SERJEANT    MANNING. 


If  an  indict- 
ment for  bigamy 
be  tried  at  the 
same  assizes  at 
which  the  bill 
is  found,  it  will 
sufflciently  ap- 
pear hy  the  cap- 
tion of  the  in- 
dictment, that 
the  party  is  in 
custody  in  the 
county,  80  as  to 
give  tlic  court 
jurisdiction 
under  the  Ntat. 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  31, 
s.  22,  and  there 
need  not,  in  that 


Reoina  v.  George  Whiley. 

JOIGAMY. — ^The  indictment,  which  consisted  of  only  one 
count,  was  found  at  the  same  assizes  at  which  the  prisoner 
was  tried.  It  stated  that  the  prisoner's  first  marriage  took 
place  at  Kirton,  in  Lindsay,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and 
his  second  marriage  at  the  parish  of  All  Saints,  in  the 
county  of  Cambridge,  and  the  indictment  contained  an 
allegation  that  the  prisoner  "afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
18th  April,  at  the  parish  of  Saint  Maurice,  in  the  city  and 
borough  of  Winchester,  in  the  said  county  of  Southampton, 
was  in  custody." 

case,  be  any  averment  in  the  indictment  as  to  the  custody. 


V. 

Whilst. 
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It  was  proved  that  the  two  marriages  took  place  as  stated  1840. 
in  the  indictment^  and  that  the  first  wife  was  alive;  and  it  Reoina 
was  proved  by  the  superintendent  of  police  at  Winchester, 
that  he  received  the  prisoner  into  his  custody  on  the  26th 
March,  1840,  and  that,  from  that  time  to  the  time  of  the 
present  trial,  the  prisoner  had  remained  in  Winchester 
gaol.  The  commission  day  of  the  assizes  at  which  the 
present  indictment  was  found,  was  the  14th  of  July,  1840. 

Cockbum,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit  that  this  indict- 
ment is  bad.     It  neither  charges  that  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted in  the  county  of  Southampton,  nor  that  the  prisoner 
was  apprehended  there,  and  it  therefore  ought  to  have 
been  averred  that  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  in  that 
county  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  inquisition.     The 
-words  of  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  22,  are  "  and  any  such 
offence  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  determined, 
and  punished  in  the  county  where  the  offender  shall  be 
apprehended  or  be  in  custody,  as  if  the  offence  had  been 
actually  committed  in  that  county.^'     If  the  prisoner  was 
in  custody  in  that  county  on  the  18th  April,  but  was  not 
in  custody  in  the  county  in  July  when  the  Grand  Jury 
found  the  bill,  the  grand  jury  of  the  county  of  Southamp- 
ton had  no  authority  to  find  the  bill. 

Manning,    Serjt.,    (after   conferring   with   Maule,   J.), 

reserved  the   point  for  the  consideration  of  the   fifteen 

Jodges. 

Verdict— Guilty. 

Corrote?,  for  the  prosecution. 
Cockbum,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornics — Leyy  and  Bankt,'] 
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Nov.  \4dh. 


Before  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  Tindal^  C.  J.^  Lord  Abinosk, 

C.  B.,    LiTTLEDALEy    J.^     PaRKE^    B.^     BoSANQUET^    J.^ 

Alderson,  B.^  Patteson^  J.,  Williams^  J.^  Gurnet,  B., 
Coleridge,  J.,  Coltman,  J.,  Maule^  J.,  and  Bolfe,  B. 

Cockbum,  for  the  prisoner. — ^The  question  is,  whether  to 
give  the  Court  jurisdiction  there  should  have  been  an 
averment  that  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  in  the  county 
of  Southampton  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  inqui- 
sition. In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Prefer  (a),  which  occurred  in 
the  year  1834,  which  was  after  the  passing  of  the  stat. 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  bigamy  by 
a  Middlesex  jury;  the  bigamy  was  committed  in  Surrey, 
and  it  was  discovered,  after  the  trial,  ''  that  the  indictment 
contained  no  averment  as  to  the  place  or  county  where  the 
prisoner  was  apprehended,''  and  the  judgment  was  arrested 
although  the  prisoner  was  proved  to  have  been  apprehended 
in  Middlesex.  That,  then,  shews  that  it  is  necessary  to  aver 
such  facts  as  will  give  the  Court  jurisdiction ;  and  it  is  an 
established  rule,  that,  where  the  matter  is  out  of  the  ordi- 
nary jurisdiction,  the  special  circumstances  must  be  averred 
to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction.  So,  in  inferior  courts,  it 
must  be  alleged  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  the 
cause  of  action  occurred  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Parke,  B. — Your  proposition,  that  it  is  necessary  to  stat« 
special  circumstances  in  the  indictment  to  give  jurisdiction, 
is  not  universally  correct.  On  the  trial  of  Berwick  one  of 
the  rebels,  in  1746,  Mr.  Justice  Foster  says  (i),  that  it  was 
objected  by  Serjts.  Wynne  and  Eyre,  that  the  act(c) 
*'  impowers  the  crown  to  issue  commissions  for  trying  per- 


(a)  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  407. 

(6)  Post.  12. 

(c)  Tlie  itat.  19  Geo.  2,  c.  9. 
The  first  section  of  this  statute  is 
not  printed  either  in  RufTliead^s 
or  Raithby*8  edition  of  the  statutes 
at  large;  but  it  is  in  the  folio  edi- 
tion of  the  statutes  of  that  year,  p. 


1 79,  which  will  be  found  in  the  li- 
brary of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
By  that  statute,  after  reciting  that 
great  numbers  of  persons  who  had 
joined  in  the  rebellion  of  1745,  were 
then  in  custody  in  different  counties, 
It  is,  by  sect.  1,  enacted,  "  That  all 
and  every  the  said  offenders  who 
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sons  then  in  custody,  or  who  shall  be  in  custody,  for  high 
treason  in  levying  tear,  before  the  \st  day  of  January  next, 
and  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  indictment  that  the  prisoners 
were  in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  indictment,  and  con- 
sequently it  doth  not  appear  on  the  record  that  the  Court 
hath  any  jurisdiction  over  the  prisoners.  To  this  it  was 
answered  by  the  Attorney-General,  and  agreed  by  the 
Court,  that  it  doth  sufSciently  appear  on  the  record  as  it 
now  stands,  though  not  indeed  on  the  indictment,  that  the 
prisoners  are  in  custody ;  the  record  allegeth  that  the  pri- 
soners, at  the  time  of  their  arraignment,  being  brought 
to  the  bar  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  to  whose  custody  they 
had  before  been  committed  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  were 
asked  &c.  The  common  commission  of  gaol  delivery  ex- 
tendeth  only  to  prisoners  in  actual  custody,  and  yet  it  was 
never  thought  necessary  to  allege  in  the  indictment  that  the 
defendant  was  then  actually  in  prison ;  and  if  this  excep- 
tion was  to  prevail,  it  would  impeach  all  the  judgments 
that  ever  have  been  given  at  any  sessions  of  gaol  delivery. 
That  the  act  on  which  the  Preston  rebels  were  tried  runs 
in  the  very  words  of  this  act :  all  the  indictments  at  that 
time  were  as  these  are,  and  this  very  exception  was  then 
taken  and  overruled.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  produced  a 
note  he  took  at  that  time  in  the  case  of  the  King  and 


1840. 


are  now  in  actual  custody  for  or  on 
tccoont  of  the  said  rebellion  and 
high  treaaon,  in  levying  war  against 
his  Majesty,  and  all  other  persons 
who  are  or  shall  be  guilty  of  high 
treason  in  ]ev3ring  war  against  his 
laid  Majesty  within  this  realm,  and 
tkall  be  apprehended  and  imprison- 
ed/or the  same  on  or  before  the  Itt 
day  of  January,  1746,  may  be  pro- 
ceeded against  for  the  said  treason ; 
and  the  said  treason  may  be  en- 
quired of,  heard,  and  determined 
before  such  commissioners  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  or  gaol  delivery,  in 


such  county  or  counties,  shire  or 
shires,  of  this  realm,  as  shall  be  as- 
signed by  the  King's  Majesty 'a 
commissioners,  under  the  great  seal 
of  Great  Britain,  and  by  good  and 
lawful  men  of  the  body  of  the  same 
counties  or  shires  respectively,  in 
like  manner  and  form,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  if  such  treasons 
had  been  done,  perpetrated,  and 
committed  within  the  same  counties 
or  shires  where  they  shall  be  so  en- 
quired of,  heard,  and  determined  as 
aforesaid,  any  law  or  usage  to  the 
contrary  thereof  notwithstanding.** 
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1840.  Oxburgh ;  the  same  exception  was  then  taken  and  oyer^ 
ruled  upon  the  reason  last  before  given :  and  judgment  was 
then  given  [in  Berwick's  case]  as  in  cases  of  high  treason/' 

Cockbum. — ^In  the  case  of  Bex  v.  leaser  the  point  most 
have  arisen. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  point  considered  in  Eraser's  case 
was  on  the  apprehending  and  not  on  the  custody. 

Cockbum. — But  it  seems  to  have  been  conceded^  then^ 
that  an  averment  was  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction. 

GuRNEY,  B. — It  would  appear  by  the  caption  of  this  in- 
dictment^ that  the  party  was  in  custody  if  the  caption  wa« 
drawn  in  the  usual  form.  Where  the  party  is  tried  at  the 
same  assizes  at  which  the  indictment  is  founds  the  captionr 
states  that  the  indictment  was  found  by  the  grand  jury  on 
the  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer,  and  that  on  the  same 
day  it  is  delivered  to  the  judges  as  commissioners  of  gaol 
delivery,  and  that  the  prisoner  is  brought  to  the  bar  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriflF. 

Cockbum, — That  mode  of  answering  the  objection  would 
have  supported  the  indictment  in  Eraser's  case. 

Alderson,  B. — That  case  was  not  argued,  and  might 
not  have  been  much  considered. 

GuRNEY,  B. — A  person  never  can  be  tried  for  felony  un- 
less he  is  in  custody. 

Cockbum, — I  put  it  that  the  grand  jury,  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  cannot  find  a  bill  unless  the  party  be  then  in 
custody  in  the  county. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — How  would  it  bc  if  the  party  had  been 
bailed? 
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Cockbwm. — He  would  then  be  in  custody  of  his  bail.  1^40. 


Pabke,  B. — ^It  will  appear  by  the  caption^  that  the  pri-       whilet 
loner  was  on  that  day  brought  to  the  bar  in  custody. 

Cockbym. — I  submit  that  when  the  prisoner  pleads  he 
cannot  go  beyond  the  indictment^  and  that  the  indictment 
caDuot  be  aided  by  the  caption. 

CarroWy  for  the  prosecution. — ^We  have  followed  the 
words  of  the  act,  and  the  indictment  is  in  the  usual  form. 
In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Gordon  (a),  the  prisoner  had  been 
apprehended  for  another  ofifence,  and  had  been  detained 
for  bigamy,  and  that  was  held  to  be  an  *' apprehension '* 
for  the  bigamy  within  the  stat.  IJac.  1,  c.  11,  s.  3;  and 
Inhere  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  words  relating  to  the 
custody,  which  are  introduced  into  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31, 
s.  22,  were  meant  to  include  cases  where  the  party  was  ap- 
prehended in  another  county. 

Fatteson,  J. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Gordon,  the  allega- 
tion was,  that  he  was  apprehended  in  Worcestershire,  the 
fact  being  that  he  was  detained  there. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  Judges  there  held,  that  his  being 
detained  was  equivalent  to  an  apprehension. 

GuRNEY,  B. — In  the  case  in  Foster,  the  grand  jury  in 
Surrey  found  an  indictment  for  an  oflFence  committed  at 
Caplislc.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Fraser,  the  custody  does 
^ot  appear  to  have  been  considered  at  all. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  it  is  neces- 
*^  that  a  person  should  be  in  custody,  and  another  that 
^^  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  indictment. 

(a)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  48. 
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1840.^  Cockbum,  in  reply. — I  submit^  that,  as  the  grand  jury 

are  allowed  to  find  this  bill  under  this  act,  there  must  be 
such  averments  as  will  shew  their  jurisdiction.  To  give 
the  jurisdiction,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  party  was  in 
custody  when  the  bill  was  found,  aud  if  it  must  be  proved^ 
it  must  be  averred  on  the  face  of  the  indictment. 

Parke,  B. — The  same  observation  would  have  applied 
to  the  treason  case  in  1746. 

Aldebson,  B. — ^That  case  is  quite  in  point. 

Coleridge,  J. — Suppose  that  the  prisoner  had  de- 
murred? 

CoLTMAN,  J. — The  whole  record  would  then  have  been 
made  up,  and  by  the  caption  it  would  have  appeared  that 
the  party  was  in  custody. 

Lord  Denman,  C.J. — In  Eneas  Macdonald's  case  (a), 
the  indictment  was  difierent  from  that  of  Berwick  and 
several  of  the  other  rebels,  because  the  indictment  and  pro- 
ceedings were  after  the  1st  of  January,  1746. 

Cockbum. — If  we  had  demurred,  I  apprehend  that  the 
caption  could  not  be  referred  to. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  record  would  then  have  been 
made  up  to  the  time  of  the  joinder  in  demurrer,  and  would 
have  had  the  caption. 

Lord  Denman,  C.J. — The  present  indictment  seems  to 
state  an  immaterial  fact  as  to  the  jurisdiction. 

Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Cockbum  is 

(a)  Fo«t,  C.  L.  59. 
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correct  in  his  position  that  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the         1840. 
indictment  all  things  which  are  necessary  to  give  the  Court 
jnrisdiction.  As  this  case  comes  before  ns  on  a  point  which 
is  in  arrest  of  judgment^  we  should  have  the  record  and 
caption. 

BosANQUET,  J. — ^Mr.  Cockbum,  how  do  you  distinguish 
this  £rom  the  case  of  the  rebels  ? 

Cockbum, — I  do  not  at  present  see  any  distinction;  but 
your  Lordships  would  not  perhaps  be  bound  by  one  case, 
against  the  broad  principle,  that  all  that  must  be  proved 
must  be  averred. 

GuBNEY,  B. — Some  very  eminent  Judges  sat  on  the 
special  commission  in  1746  (a). 

The  case  was  afterwards  considered  by  the  Judges,  who 

held  the  conviction  right,  on  the  ground  that  the  prisoner's 

bemg  in  custody  in  the  county  of  Southampton  would 

biTe  sufficiently  appeared  from  the  caption  of  the  indict- 

meat. 


(a)  It  appears,  from  Post.  C.  L.  If  tiles,  C.  J.,  Abney,  J.,  and  Fot- 
p.  I,  that  that  commission  was  di-  ter,  J. ;  and  that  the  Judges  pre- 
lected to  every  privy  councillor  hy  sent  at  the  trial  of  Mr.  Townley 
name,  and  to  all  the  Judges;  and  it  (Id.  329)  were  Lee,  C.  J.,  Ifilletf 
appears,  from  Berwick's  case,  (18  C.   J.,    Wright,    J.,  Denison,   J., 

St  Tt.  367),  and  Deacon's  case,  Foster,  J.,  Abney,  J.,  Reynolds,  B., 

^ed  on  the  same  day,  (Id.  365),  and  Clive,  B. 

^  the  Judges  then  present  were 
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NORTHERN  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  1843. 


YORK  ASSIZES. 


{Crown  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    CRES8WELL. 


A  certificate 
of  a  previous 
conviction  un- 
der die  Stat 
7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  28,  s   11, 
mutt  state  that 
judgment  was 
given. 


Regina  V.  AcKROYD  and  Jaooer. 

xvOBBERY. — The  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoners 
had  been  previously  convicted  of  felony. 

The  robbery  having  been  proved,  and  the  prisoners 
found  guilty  of  it, 

Overend,  for  the  prosecution,  put  in  a  certificate,  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  assize  of  the  Northern  Circuit,  which  cer- 
tified that,  at  the  assizes  and  general  gaol  delivery,  holden 
&c.,  the  prisoners  were,  in  due  form  of  law,  *'  tried  and 
convicted"  of  a  felony,  the  particulars  of  which  were  set 
out  in  the  certificate ;  but  in  the  certificate  there  was  no 
statement  that  any  judgment  had  been  given  on  that  con- 
viction. 


Cresswell,  J. — ^This  certificate  is  not  sufficient.  It 
does  not  state  that  any  judgment  was  given.  The  judg- 
ment may  have  been  arrested. 

Overend. — ^The  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  28,  s.  11,  pro- 
vides that  ^'a  certificate,  coutaining  the  substance  and 
efi*ect  only,  omitting  the  formal  part  of  the  indictment  and 
conviction  for  the  previous  felony,'^  signed  by  the  proper 
officer,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence.     All  these  requisites 
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have  been  complied  with.     The   statute  uses  the  word         1843. 
"convicted;''  and  this  certificate  states  that  the  prisoners        Reqina 
were  ''  convicted.''  ^    ^' 

ACKROYD. 

Cbesswell^  J. — I  think  that  it  is  not  sufficient. 

Overend,  for  the  prosecution. 
Bliss,  for  the  prisoners. 

[AttoniieB — MUcheUy  and  HarcUsty.'] 


Beoina  v.  Spencer  and  Others. 

JDURGLARY. — The  indictment^  after  stating  the  princi-  Where  a  pri- 
pal  felony,  proceeded,  "And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  ed^for  a  felony' 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  at  the  gene-  *fter  a  previoui 

'  *  '  "  conviction  un- 

ral  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden"  &c.,  the  said  &c.  der7&8Geo.4, 

**were  duly  convicted  of  felony,"  without  any  further  alle-  is  sufficient' to 

gation  as  to  the  judgment.  \^Z^^y 

The  prisoners  having  been  found  guilty,  and  the  jury  ***"  the  priion- 

having  found  that  they  had  been  previously  convicted  of  victed  of  fe- 

»  1  lony,"  without 

telony,  stating  the 


judgment. 


Over  end  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  referred  to 
the  preceding  case  of  Regina  v.  Ackroyd  and  Another,  and 
contended  that,  as  his  Lordship  had  held  that  it  was  neces- 
sary for  the  certificate  of  a  previous  conviction  to  contain 
a  statement  of  the  judgment,  h,  fortiori,  it  was  essential 
for  the  indictment  to  contain  such  an  allegation. 

Cresswell,  J. — I  think  it  is  sufficient  for  the  indict- 
ment to  allege  generally  that  the  party  has  been  convicted; 
though  I  have  held,  and  do  hold,  that  the  certificate  of  a 
previous  conviction  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  without  a 
statement  of  the  judgment  on  the  first  indictment. 
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JL  ASHLEY,  fir  the  o^xu!ant,  oa  die  fifth  duT  of  the 
usizes,  &p^3?d  ca  beLLf  of  ihe  defendant  far  leaTe  to 
plead  a  reW&se  zi^en  br  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
since  the  issuing  of  the  jorr  process^  and  vithin  eight  days 
of  the  dav  on  which  the  application  was  made.  The  plea 
was  locompanied  br  the  affidarit  required  by  Reg.  Gen. 
2,  HiUry  Term,  4  WilL  4. 

WiGHTM AX.  J. — VTby  not  wait  nntil  the  cause  is  called 
on  in  its  turn,  and  then  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  will 
be  present? 


(a)  The  itat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c 
28,  f .  1 1,  in  providing  for  the  form 
of  indictment,  enacts,  that  '*  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  ttaU  that  the  of- 
fender was,  at  a  certain  time  and 
place,  convicted  of  felony,  without 
otherwise  **  describing  the  previous 
felony,'*  And,  with  respect  to  the 
certificate,  the  same  section  enacts, 
that  it  is  to  contain  the  suhstance 
and  effect  **  of  the  indictment  and 
conviction."    In  the  case  of  Grif- 


fth  V.  Harries,  (2  Mees.  &  Web. 
341 ),  Lord  ii^in^er  said,  '<  All  con- 
victions before  magiatratct  aboald 
embrace  two  things,  first,  the  ad- 
judication of  the  fact  which  forms 
the  crime;  and,  secondly,  the  pro- 
nouncing the  judgment,  which  the 
magistrate  is  empowered  to  pro- 
nounce upon  the  crime :  and  if 
either  of  these  essentials  be  imper- 
fecty  then  the  conviction  is  bad." 
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Pashley, — ^The  cause  is  entered  so  low  in  the  list^  that 
the  eight  days  within  which  the  plea  must  be  pleaded  will 
have  elapsed  long  before  the  cause  is  reached  in  its  turn. 
It  is  immaterial  whether  the  plaintiff  or  his  counsel  be 
present  or  not,  as^  on  the  plea  being  duly  verified  by  affida- 
vit^ the  Judge  of  Assize,  as  I  submit,  has  no  discretion 
on  the  subject,  but  must  receive  the  plea. 


1843. 


TOWNSIND 
9. 

Smith. 


WioHTMANj  J. — I  think  that  I  am  bound  to  receive 

the  plea. 

The  plea  was  received  (a). 

Addison,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Pashley,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Barber,  and  i^fntM,  jun.] 


(a)  By  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4 
WiD.  4,  No.  2,  it  is  provided,  "that 
in  all  cases  in  which  a  plea  puis 
darrein  continuance  is  now,  hy  law, 
pleadable  in  Banc  or  at  Nisi  Prius, 
the  same  defence  may  be  pleaded 
with  an  aUegation  that  the  matter 
arose  after  the  last  pleading,  or  the 
issuing  of  the  jury  process,  as  the 
case  may  be.  Provided  also,  that 
no  such  plea  shall  be  allowed,  un- 
less accompanied  by  an  qffldavU* 
that  the  matter  thereof  arose  mthin 
eight  day*  next  before  the  pleading 
ofaueh  plea,  or  unless  the  court  or 
Judge  shall  otherwise  order."  It 
is  worthy  of  consideration  whether 
the  eight  days  within  which  a  plea 
pus  darrein  continuance  must  be 
pleaded,  since  this  rule,  are  to  be  cal- 


culated up  to  the  day  of  pleading, 
or  up  to  the  first  day  of  the  assizes. 
In  the  present  case,  Addisony  for 
the  plaintiff,  some  days  after  this 
plea  was  pleaded,  did  apply  to  the 
learned  Judge  to  strike  out  the  plea, 
on  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney that  the  release  had  been 
obtained  behind  his  back  by  collu- 
sion between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant, and  contrary  to  an  express 
agreement  between  the  attorney 
and  his  client,  the  plaintiff.  The 
learned  Judge  considered  that  he 
had  no  authority  so  to  do,  but  that, 
had  it  been  a  question  for  his  dis- 
cretion to  allow  or  reject  the  plea, 
the  result  might  have  been  dif- 
ferent. 


VOL.  I. 


N.  P. 


CASES  ON  THE 


DURHAM  ASSIZES. 
{Chil  Side). 

BEFORE    MB.   JUSTICE   CRES8WELL. 


Bell  v.  Sib  William  Chaytob^  Bart.,  and  Others, 

Aisumpsit  by  a  xVSSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defend- 

hirmM^fM^  ants  retained  the  plaintiff,  a  collier,  as  their  servant  for 

not  employing  one  year,  (not  expired),  and  to  find  him  employment  eYery 

written  agree-  working  day,  with  the  exception  of  a  fortnight  at  Christ- 

ibr  a  year,  ^^3  &^d  to  pay  him  at  the  rate  of  5«.  for  every  day  in 

«  Trcd'***The  ^^^^  ^®  ^^  *^ot  employed.     Breach,  that  the  defendants 

agreement  wa«  did  not  employ  the  plaintiff  every  working  day,  or  pay  him 

produced  ander 

notice:— AeM,  the  sum  agreed. 

n'e:lMa7y"o"'        Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

call  the  «ub.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  agreement  stated  in  the 

scribmg  witness  *^  ^  ^  -^ 

to  prove  the       declaration  between  the  defendants  of  the  one  part,  and 

the  several  persons  who  had  executed  it,  of  whom  the 
plaintiff  was  one,  of  the  other  part,  was  called  for  under  a 
notice  to  produce.  The  defendants'  counsel  produced  a 
paper,  and  handed  it  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel.  The  paper 
corresponded  with  the  terms  of  the  notice  to  produce. 
There  was  an  attesting  witness.  It  was  then  tendered  in 
evidence. 

Granger  and  F.  Robinson  submitted,  that  the  attesting 
witness  must  be  called ;  for  that,  wherever  a  deed  or  in* 
strumeut  in  writing  has  a  subscribing  witness,  the  rule  was 
that  the  witness  must  be  called  to  prove  the  execution  of 
such  deed  or  instrument.  That  the  only  exception  to  the 
rule,  was  the  case  of  a  party  producing  an  instrument 
under  which  he  claimed  a  beneficial  interest,  and  that  the 
interest  must  be  an  interest  in  the  cause. 


i 
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Hindmarch,  for  the  plaintiff,  cited  the  case  of  Bradshaw        1843. 
V.  Bennett  {a).  ^^^ 

V. 

Sir  William 

Granger. — That  case  falls  within  the  rule  we  are  con-     Cbaytor. 
tending  for. 

Cbesswell,  J. — ^Adopting  your  statement  of  the  law, 
according  to  the  case  as  it  now  stands^  you  do  claim  an 
interest  in  this  man's  services  under  the  agreement,  and 
therefore  I  shall  receive  the  document  as  evidence.  There 
]Aj  however,  a  case  of  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Tyndal  v.  Hem- 
mng  (b),  which  goes  rather  farther  as  an  exception  to  the 
mle  than  the  argument  of  the  defendants'  counsel  would 
admit. 

The  evidence  was  received. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Hmdmcnrchj  for  the  plaintiff. 

Granger  and  F.  Robinson,  for  the  defendants. 


[Attomies — Brignaly  and  ShaftoJ] 


(a)  5  C.&  P.48.  In  that  case  the 
Tendee  brought  assumpsit  against 
the  vendor  to  recover  back  a  deposit 
pud  on  the  purchase  of  real  pro- 
perty; and  the  defendant,  at  the 
trial,  produced  (under  a  notice  to 
produce)  the  agreement  which  had 
been  signed  at  the  foot  of  the  con- 
ditioiM  of  eale;  and  it  was  held, 
thai  it  was  not  necessary  to  call  the 
sobacribing  witness  to  prove  the 
execution  of  the  agreement. 

(h)  9  D.  &  R.  15.  In  that  case, 
the  attorney  for  the  lessor  of  the 


plaintiff  obtained  from  the  defend- 
ant an  existing  lease  to  him  of  the 
premises  in  question,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  the  defendant 
from  setting  it  up  as  a  defence  to 
the  action;  and  it  was  afterwards 
produced  at  the  trial,  pursuant  to 
notice  from  the  defendant;  and  it 
was  held,  that  he  had  thereby  ad- 
mitted the  validity  of  the  lease,  and 
that  it  might  be  used  in  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  with- 
out proof  of  its  execution. 


M  2 
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CASES  ON  THE 


1843. 


LIVERPOOL  ASSIZES. 


{Crown  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    WI6HTMAN. 


On  an  indict- 
ment for  biga- 
my, the  first 
marriage  may 
be  proved  by 
the  admisaions 
of  the  prisoner ; 
and  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  deter- 
mine whether 
what  he  said 
was  an  admis- 
sion that  he 
had  been  legally 
married  accord- 
ing to  the  law 
of  the  country 
where  the  mar- 
riage was  so- 
lemnized. 


Reoina  V.  John  Simmonsto. 

XjIGAMY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  marrying  one 
Eliza  Kershaw^  his  former  wife^  Mary^  being  then  alive. 
To  prove  the  first  marriage^  a  witness  was  called,  who  stated 
that  the  prisoner  had  several  times  said  that  he  was  mar- 
ried to  Mary  Carlisle  (his  first  wife)  by  Dr.  Sinclair,  a 
Presbyterian  minister  in  orders,  at  New  York,  in  North 
America ;  that  they  lived  together  as  man  and  wife ;  and 
that  the  witness  was  present  at  the  christening  of  a  child 
of  the  prisoner  by  Mary  Carlisle.  Several  other  admis- 
sions by  the  prisoner,  that  Mary  Carlisle  was  his  wife,  were 
proved;  and  it  was  also  proved  that  on  one  occasion,  when 
before  the  magistrates,  he  had  promised  to  allow  her,  as 
his  wife,  8^.  a  week. 


TVilkins,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted,  that,  on  this  evi- 
dence, there  was  no  case  for  the  jury.  The  prosecution 
must  prove  a  legal  first  marriage.  It  must  be  shewn  that 
the  ceremony  was  valid  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country 
where  it  was  celebrated.  It  must  be  performed  by  a  per- 
son in  a  place,  and  in  a  manner,  that  the  laws  of  the  country 
require.     The  present  proof  fails  in  each  particular. 


WioHTMAN,  J. — Mr.  Hulton,  you  must  shew  a  mar- 
riage good  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  it 
took  place,  or  at  least  a  marriage  that  would  have  been 
good  in  this  country  before  the  Marriage  Act.  You  do 
neither. 
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Hvlion  cited  Truman^ s  case  (a). 

WioHTMAN,  J. — The  difficulty  I  have  in  this  case  is,  that 
it  is  not  a  simple  admission  of  a  marriage  which  it  might  be 
contended  was  to  be  understood  as  being  a  legal  marriage, 
but  your  admission  is  of  a  marriage  by  a  Presbyterian  mi- 
nister in  New  York.  You  must  take  the  admission  all  to- 
gether. It  would  not  have  been  a  good  marriage  in  this 
country  before  the  Marriage  Act,  and  where  is  the  proof 
that  it  was  a  good  marriage  by  the  law  of  the  State  of  New 
York?  [His  Lordship  having  conferred  with  Mr.  Justice 
Crestwelly  said] — I  shall  leave  the  case  to  the  jury,  for  them 
to  say,  whether,  on  the  prisoner's  own  admissions,  he  was 
a  person  who  might,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  be  legally 
married  by  a  Presbyterian  minister,  and  that  he  had  been 
80  married;  and  whether  the  admissions  satisfy  the  jury 
that  the  marriage  in  New  York  was  binding  on  him  by  the 
law  of  that  country. 


1843. 


Reoina 

V. 
SiMMONSTO. 


WUMns,  for  the  prisoner,  addressed  the  jury,  and  con- 
tended that  they  ought  not  to  bastardize  the  children  of 
the  second  marriage  on  the  admissions  of  the  prisoner. 


(a)  1  East,  p.  C.  470.  In  that 
case,  proof  of  the  prisoner  cohahit- 
mg  withi  and  acknowledging  him- 
self married  to,  a  former  wife,  then 
lirixig,  backed  by  the  production  of 
a  copy  of  a  proceeding  in  a  Scotch 
court  against  them,  for  having  con- 
tracted such  marriage  improperly, 
(the  marriage,  however,  heing  still 
good  according  to  that  law),  was 
held,  by  the  twelve  Judges,  to  be 
nfficient  evidence  of  the  first  mar- 
riage, on  an  indictment  for  bigamy. 
And  Mr. Starkie  says,  (Law  of  £v. 
3rd  ed.  vol.  ii,  p.  894),  "  I  have 
known  a  prisoner  to  be  convicted  of 
bigamy  upon  proof  of  his  deliberate 
admission  of  both  marriages,  in  the 


presence  of  his  first  wife,  before  a 
magistrate."  And,  in  the  case  of 
Regina  v.  Upton,  tried  at  the  Glou- 
cester Spring  Assizes,  1839,  (1 
Greav.  Ed.  of  Russ.  C.  &  M.  218), 
where  it  was  proved  that  the  pri- 
soner, being  charged  with  bigamy, 
made  a  statement  before  a  magis- 
trate, in  which  he  expressly  de- 
clared that  he  had  married  his  first 
wife,  who  was  then  present.  Mr. 
Justice  Erskine  left  the  case  to  the 
jury,  observing,  that  this  was  not  an 
incautious  statement  made  without 
due  attention,  but  that  the  prison- 
er's mind  was  directed  to  the  very 
point  by  the  charge  made  against 
him. 
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1843.        perhaps  mis-stated  or  highly  coloured.     He  cited  PhiSg^ 

Rboina       ^^  Evidence  (b),  as  shewing,  ''  Where  admissions  involve 

c     ^*  matters  of  law  as  well  as  matters  of  fact,  they  are  obviously 

CIMMOK8TO.  .  . 

entitled  to  very  little  respect,  and  in  some  instances  they 
have  been  altogether  rejected.^^ 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^The  question  is,  whe- 
ther you  are  satisfied  that  the  first  marriage  of  the  prisoner 
took  place  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was 
solemnized.  You  have  no  proof  of  what  the  law  of  mar* 
riage  is  there,  but,  if  you  believe  the  witnesses  who  have 
proved  admissions,  you  will  say  whether  they  satisfy  yoa 
that  the  prisoner  was  legally  married.  Admissions  depend 
much  on  the  circumstances  under  which  they  are  made. 
He  is  represented  to  have  said  not  only  that  he  had  been 
married,  but  that  he  had  been  so  married  by  a  Presbyte- 
rian minister.  Dr.  Sinclair.  To  convict  the  prisoner,  yon 
must  be  satisfied  that  it  was  a  marriage  according  to  the 
law  of  the  country  where  it  took  place,  or  according  to  the 
law  of  England  before  the  Marriage  Act.  It  was  not  a 
good  marriage  according  to  the  law  of  England  before  the 
Marriage  Act,  therefore  the  first  question  is  the  only  one 
for  your  consideration.  Do  the  admissions  satisfy  you  that 
the  marriage  was  good,  either  because  by  the  law  of  New 
York  a  Presbyterian  minister  may  there  marry  any  per- 
son, or  because  the  prisoner  was  a  person  who  might  be 
lawfully  married  by  such  a  minister  ? 


Verdict — ^Not  guilty  (c). 


Hulton,  for  the  prosecution. 
IFilkins,  for  the  prisoner. 


[Attornies— i^rooAr  ^  I/ali,  and  Thompson  ^  Henry,'} 
(b)  9  Ed.  p.  359.         (c)  See  the  c&se  of  Regina  v.  Dent^  ante,  p.  97. 
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{Civil  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


Blackburne  V.  Davis. 

Covenant  on  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship^  by  The  father  of 
which  the  defendant^  who  was  the  father  of  the  apprenticCi  TOvenanted^ 
covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  master,  to  sup-  ****  indenture  to 

,         ^  ,  ,  provide  his  son 

ply  his  son^  inter  alia^  with  washing  and  mending.   Breach^  with  washing, 
alleging  that  the  defendant  had  broken  his  covenant  by  the  master  sug- 
not  supplying  such  washing  and  mending.  Sther  Ihouid* 

Plea,  performance  of  the  covenant.  ^i^®^  t^c  son 

.  .  jC20  a  year, 

At  the  time  when  the  apprenticeship  took  place  the  and  the  master 
phiintiff  was  living  in  lodgings.  He  afterwards  married  3*^w„7 
and  took  a  house.     The  apprentice,  who  was  called  as  a  *^' *"^ !*»« 

*^^  '  son  pay  him  for 

witness,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  then  suggested  that  the  >t*    This  was 

washing  had  better  be  done  in  the  house,  and  that  it  was  the  master  ac 

arranged  that  the  father  should  allow  his  son  £20  a  year,  pnett3;. 

and  he  was  to  pay  for  his  own  washing  out  of  it.     He  had  'i!?;  **';•"". 

^  ^  ,      .  °  /feW,  that  the 

also  given  a  note  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  due.  master  could 

not  recover  in 
an  action  of  co- 

W.  H.  Watson  and  Addison,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  I'nXntuJe  ^"^^ 
that  this  did  not  prove  the  plea.  against  the 

father  for  his 
not  providing 

Cbesswell,  J. — There  will  be  two  questions  for  the  jury.  wMMng7&c., 
First,  do  they  believe  that  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an  '*^ '*'?,"!,' "If ^ 

'  -^  *  provided  the 

arrangement  to  find  the  necessary  washing  and  mending  washing,  &c., 

by  asreement 

on  the  credit  of  the  father?  If  so,  I  shall  direct  them  that  on  the  credit 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  form  of  action.  I  shall  f^j^^y  ^"^  ^^^ 
hold  that  this  was  a  performance  of  the  covenant,  as  if  the  f^"  J  *"4  '****• 

in  an  action  on 

washing  and  mending  had  been  supplied  by  a  third  party,  the  covenant,  a 
There  will  be  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant,  to  be  re-  ancVby^^he^"^™' 
covered  in  another  form  of  action.  The  other  question  ^*rtedb"  roof 
will  be,  whether  the  plaintiff,  from  the  time  of  the  £20  of  these  facu. 
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1843.        allowance^  agreed  to  look  to  the  son  for  payment.    In 
Blackburnb    ©it^hcr  of  these  alternatives,  they  will  find  for  the  defendant. 


V. 

Davis. 


Verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  jnry 
adding,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  look  to 
the  son  after  the  supply  of  the  £20, 

JV.  H.  Watson  and  Addison,  for  the  plaintiff. 
S,  Martin,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Itedfern,  and  Buckton,'] 


HOME    CIRCUIT. 


SUSSEX  LENT  ASSIZES,  1843. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    DENMAN,    C.J. 


Regina  V.  Joseph  Hill. 

An  indictment  X  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  112th  section  of  the 
rupt"on  The*"  *  Bankrupt  Act,  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  16),  for  not  surrendering  on 

the^Bankru^t  ^^^  forty-sccoud  day. 

Act,  6  Geo.  4,  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  '^  that  hereto- 
surrendering  fore,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  offence  hereinafter 
second  Su  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  April,  in  the  fifth 
bad,  ifit  does  yg^r  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lady  Victoria,  at  the 
he  had  an  in-  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  in  the  city  of  Chichester,  and  county 

tent  to  defraud 

his  creditors.  The  words  ''  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditois"  apply  to  all  the  offences  under 

that  section. 
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of  Sussex^  Joseph  Hill^  late  of  the  parish  aforesaid^  in  the  l&id. 
county  aforesaid^  grocer^  dealer^  and  chapman^  being  a 
trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  relating  to  bankrupts^ 
was  indebted  to  James  Kemp,  of  Great  Tower-street,  in  the 
city  of  London,  wholesale  tea-dealer,  in  a  certain  sum  of 
money  exceeding  the  sum  of  £100,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  157/. 
10s,  4id,,  for  the  price  and  value  of  certain  goods  and  mer- 
chandize, before  then  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  James 
Kemp  to  the  said  Joseph  Hill;  and  that  the  said  Joseph  Hill^ 
so  being  such  trader,  and  indebted  as  aforesaid,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
(that  is  to  say),  by  departing  from  his  dwelling-house,  with 
intent  thereby  to  defeat  and  delay  his  creditors.  That 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  April,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid^ 
a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  issued  against  the  said  Joseph 
Hill,  and  the  said  Joseph  Hill  was  thereupon  then  and 
there  duly  declared  a  bankrupt ;  of  the  issuing  of  which 
fiat,  and  of  his  so  having  been  declared  a  bankrupt,  notice 
in  writing  was  then  and  there  left  at  the  usual  place  of 
abode  of  the  said  Joseph  Hill,  and  notice  was  also  then 
and  there  given  in  the  London  Gazette  of  the  issuing  of 
the  said  fiat,  and  of  the  meeting  of  the  commissioners 
under  the  same ;  and  the  said  Joseph  Hill  so  being  de- 
clared bankrupt,  and  the  said  notices  being  so  given  as 
aforesaid,  he,  the  said  Joseph  Hill,  feloniously  did  not,  be- 
fore three  of  the  clock  upon  the  forty-second  day  after  the 
said  notices  were  so  left  and  given  as  aforesaid,  surrender 
himself  to  the  said  commissioners,  but  wholly  neglected 
and  omitted  so  to  do,  nor  hath  he  as  yet  surrendered  him- 
self to  the  said  commissioners,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  '^  &c.  Second  count,  ''  That  heretofore,  and  before 
the  committing  of  the  offence  hereinafter  mentioned,  to 
wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  April,  in  the  fifth  year,  &c.,  at  &c., 
the  said  Joseph  Hill  was  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of 
the  laws  relating  to  bankrupts ;  and  that  afterwards,  to 
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1843.  wit^  on  the  29th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at 
&c.,  the  said  Joseph  Hill,  so  being  snch  trader^  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  was  issued  against  the  said  Joseph  Hill^  and 
the  said  Joseph  Hill  was  thereupon  then  and  there  duly 
declared  a  bankrupt;  of  the  issuing  of  which  fiat  and 
of  his  so  having  been  declared  a  bankrupt^  notice  in  writ- 
ing was  then  and  there  left  at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of 
the  said  Joseph  Hill,  and  notice  was  also  then  and  there 
given  in  the  London  Gazette  of  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat 
and  of  the  meeting  of  the  commissioners  under  the  same; 
and  the  said  Joseph  Hill  so  being  declared  bankrupt^  and 
the  said  notices  being  so  given  as  aforesaid^  he^  the  said 
Joseph  Hill,  did  not,  before  three  of  the  clock  upon  the 
forty-second  day  after  the  said  notices  were  so  left  and 
given  as  aforesaid,  surrender  himself  to  the  said  commiB- 
sioners,  but  wholly  neglected  and  omitted  so  to  do,  nor 
hath  he  as  yet  surrendered  himself  to  the  said  commis- 
sioners, against  the  form  of  the  statute  "  &c. 

C.  Chadwicke  Jones,  for  the  prisoner,  proposed  to  cross- 
examine  the  messenger  under  the  fiat,  with  a  view  of 
shewing  that  the  prisoner  had  no  intention  of  defrauding 
his  creditors. 

E,  James,  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit  that  that  is 
immaterial  to  this  charge,  which  is,  that  the  prisoner  did 
not  surrender  on  the  forty-second  day. 

C.  Chadwicke  Jones, — It  is  necessary  that  the  jury  should 
be  satisfied  that  the  non-surrender  of  the  prisoner  (the 
bankrupt)  was  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  not  so  alleged  in  this  in^ 
dictment. 

E.  James, — I  submit,  that,  although  an  intent  to  de- 
fraud may  be  essential  where  the  act  charged  is  one  of 
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misfeasance,  aa  in  the  case  of  removing  or  concealing  books 
or  papers,  it  is  not  in  one  of  nonfeasance,  where  the  charge 
is  the  omission  to  do  some  act  prescribed  by  the  statute ; 
and  the  position  of  the  words  "  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors/'  in  the  112th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  16  (a),  goes  to  shew  that  this  was  intended  by 
the  legislature. 


1843. 


Lord  Dbnhan,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  objection  is  one 
to  the  form  of  the  indictment.  In  my  opinion,  the  words 
''with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,^'  in  the  112th  section, 
o?er-ride  the  whole  of  that  clause.     I  will,  however,  not 


(a)  Bj  this  section  it  is  enacted, 
"  That,  if  any  person  against  whom 
any  commission  has  heen  issued,  or 
shall  hereafter  he  issued,  whereupon 
such  person  hath  heen  or  shall  be 
declared  hanknipt,  shall  not,  before 
three  o'clock  upon  the  forty- second 
day  after  notice  thereof  in  writing 
to  he  left  at  the  usual  place  of  abode 
of  such  person,  or  personal  notice 
in  case  such  person  he  then  in  pri- 
son, and  notice  given  in  the  Lon- 
don Chizette  of  the  issuing  of  the 
commission,  and  of  the  meetings  of 
the  commissioners,  surrender  him- 
self to  them,  and  sign  or  subscribe 
such  surrender,  and  submit  to  be 
examined  before  them,  from  time 
to  time,  upon   oath,  or  being   a 
quaker,  upon  solemn  affirmation  i 
or  if  any  such  bankrupt  upon  such 
examination  shall  not  discover  all 
his  real  or  personal  estate,  and  how 
and  to  whom,  upon  what  consider- 
ation, and  when  he  disposed  of,  as- 
signed, or  transferred  any  of  such 
estate,  and  all  books,  papers,  and 
writings  relating  thereunto  (except 
such  part  as  shall  have  been  really 
and  bona  fide  before  sold  or  dis- 


posed in  the  way  of  his  trade,  or 
laid  out  in  the  ordinary  expense  of 
his  family) ;  or  if  any  such  bank- 
rupt shall  not  upon  such  examina- 
tion deliver  up  to  the  commissioners 
all  such  part  of  such  estate,  and  all 
books,  papers,  and  writings  relating 
thereunto,  as  be  in  his  possession, 
custody,  or  power,  (except  the  ne- 
cessary wearing  apparel  of  himself, 
his  wife,  and  children);  or  if  any 
such  bankrupt  shall  remove,  con- 
ceal, or  embezzle  any  part  of  such 
estate,  to  the  value  of  ten  pounds 
or  upwards,  or  any  books  of  ac- 
count, papers,  or  writings  relating 
thereto,  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  every  such  bankrupt  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  felony,  and  be 
liable  to  be  transported  for  life,  or 
for  such  term,  not  less  than  seven 
years,  as  the  court  before  which  he 
shall  be  convicted  shall  adjudge,  or 
shall  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned 
only,   or  imprisoned  and  kept  to 
hard  labour,  in  any  common  gaol, 
penitentiary  house,  or  house  of  cor- 
rection, for  any  term  not  exceeding 
seven  years." 


172  CASES  ON  THE 

1843.        stop  the  case  at  present ;  and  I  will  confer  with  my  Brother 
Reoina       Patteson  on  the  point. 


V. 

Hill. 


The  case  proceeded ;  but  before  the  verdict  was  returned^ 

Lord  D£NMA.N^  C.  J.  (having  consulted  with  Patteson, 
J.)  said — We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  omission  to 
allege  in  this  indictment  that  there  was  an  intent  in  the 
prisoner  to  defraud  his  creditors^  is  a  fatal  objection. 

C.  Chadtvicke  Jones, — Should  not  the  prisoner  be  ac- 
quitted ? 

Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — No.  In  my  opinion,  the  case,  as 
charged  in  this  indictment,  has  been  proved ;  and  if  I 
were  to  direct  the  jury  upon  the  facts,  I  should  direct 
them  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  leave  you  to  move 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  to  bring  a  writ  of  error. 

The  indictment  was  quashed  by  consent. 

E,  James  and  J.  J.  Johnson,  for  the  prosecution. 
C,  Chaduncke  Jones,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies— /.  Sherwood,  and  G.  R.  GoodmanJ] 
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SUSSEX  SPRING  ASSIZES,  1843. 

{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD   DENMAN,    C.  J. 


Begina  V.  Carter. 

X  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  under  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  15,  A  penon  who 

for  breaking  and  entering  a  certain  shop  in  the  parish  bUcksmUh'^ 

of  Funtington,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and  stealing  therein  !^th«c*roa* 

a  certain  gun.  *>«  convicted  of 

breaking  into  a 

It  was  proved  to  be  an  ordinary  blacksmith^s  shop,  con-  shop,  anditeai- 
taining  a  forge,  and  used  as  a  workshop  only,  not  inhabited  |he^itat.V&  ? 
nor  attached  to  any  dwelling-house.     It  was  secured  by  a  ^Ys*'  ^*  ^^' 
door  fastened  from  the  outside   and   a  window-shutter 
bolted  within,  which  latter  had  been  forced. 

The  prisoner  was  undefended,  but  J.  J.  Johnson^  for  the 
prosecution,  suggested  whether  the  indictment  could  be 
sustained  so  far  as  the  breaking  and  entering  were  con- 
cerned, and  called  his  Lordship^s  attention  to  Reg.  v.  Sauri' 
ders  {a). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  cannot  be  governed  by  that 
case.  In  my  opinion  this  building  has  been  proved  to  be 
such  as  to  fall  within  the  definition  in  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. 

The  prisoner  was  found  Guilty  generally. 
J.  J.  Johnson,  for  the  prosecution. 

lAiUmaet^'Freeland  4"  Co.] 
(fl)  9  C.  &  P.  79. 
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SURREY  SPRING  ASSIZES,  1848. 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    FATTSSON. 


Regina  V.  Archer  and  Four  Others. 

On  an  indict-  W  OUNDING. — The  indictment  charged  the  prisoner 
niouliywound-  Archer,  and  the  four  others,  with  having,  in  the  month  of 
ing  with  intent    May,  1841,  cut  and  wounded  George  Collier,  with  intent 

to  do  grievouf  J9  i  o  * 

bodily  barm,     to  murder,  to  disable,  and  to  do  him  some  grievous  bodily 

some  of  tbe  pri-  . 
sonert  may  be      narm. 

feion^alif  **  The  four  other  persons  were  tried  before  Mr.  Seijt. 
another  of  them  Taddv,  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Surrey  in 

of  an  aisault,  .^  # 

under  the  11th    the  jear  1841,  and  were  all  convicted  of  the  felonj.     The 

sect,  of  the  stat.  .        •  /^  a      i.  £.   xi.   i.   a^  a. 

7  Will.  4  &  present  prisoner,  George  Archer,  was  at  that  time  out 
1  Vict.  c.  86.      upon  bail  and  did  not  surrender,  but  having  been  arrested 

early  in  the  present  year,  he  was  now  tried. 

It  appeared,  that  a  very  violent  attack  had  been  made 
on  the  prosecutor  at  Epsom  races,  by  thirty  or  forty  per- 
sons, in  which  he  was  severely  wounded,  and  that  the  four 
before-mentioned  persons  and  the  prisoner  were  concerned 
in  it ;  but  that  the  prisoner  Archer,  who  was  only  sixteen 
years  of  age,  had  not  taken  so  prominent  a  part  in  it  as 
the  four  others  who  had  been  convicted  of  the  felony. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  Archer  Not 
guilty  of  the  felony,  but  Guilty  of 
an  assault. 

Chamocky  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  this  was 
equivalent  to  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  as  the  prisoner  was 
found  not  guilty  of  the  felony;  and  on  an  indictment 
like  the  present,  one  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of 
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felony^  and  another  of  an  assault  only.     He  cited  tbe  case 
oiReg,  V.  Phelps  (a),  and  Reg.  v.  M'Phane{b). 

Patteson,  J. — I  will  respite  the  judgment,  iu  order  to 
take  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether,  upon  the  same 
indictment  for  feloniously  cutting  and  wounding  against 
several  persons,  one  may  be  found  guilty  of  felony,  and 
another  of  misdemeanor. 


1843. 


Clarkson,  for  the  prosecution. 
Chamock,  for  the  prisoner  Archer. 


[Attornies 


-,  and  H,  B,  Roberts,'] 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
Judges,  and  their  Lordships  were  of  opinion,  that  the  con- 
Tiction  of  the  prisoner  Archer  of  an  assault  under  the 
Stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11,  was  right  (c). 


(a)  C.  &  Mar.  180. 

(6)  Id.  212. 

(c)  In  tbe  case  of  Rex  v,  Twr- 
ner  and  Others,  1  Sid.  171,  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  doubted  by  the 
two  Chief  Josticeii,  Foster  and 
Bridgeman,  whether  one  person 
could  be  convicted  of  burglary  and 
stealing,  and  another  of  stealing 
only,  on  the  same  indictment ;  but 
in  the  case  of  Rex  ▼.  Salisbury  and 


Others,  Plowd.  100,  it  was  held, 
that,  on  an  indictment  for  murder, 
one  may  be  found  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter, and  the  rest  of  murder; 
so  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Butter^ 
worth  and  Others,  R.&  R.C.C.520, 
it  was  held,  that,  on  an  indictment 
for  burglary  and  larceny  against 
two,  one  may  be  found  guilty  of 
the  burglary  and  larceny,  and  the 
other  of  the  larceny  only. 
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HERTFORD  SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1843. 


BEFORE    BARON  PARKE. 


Regina  V.  Mary  Anne  Draper. 

A.  was  indicted  INDICTMENT  On  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  8. 11.— The 
[n*^  mJuon'to"^"  ^^^^  count  of  thc  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner,  on 
B.,  with  intent    the  2nd  of  April,  1843,  did  administer  to  Mary  Day  a  cer- 

to  njurder  her. 

A.  took  a  tea-     tain  deadly  poison,  called  oxalic  acid,  with  intent  to  mur- 

pot  and  tea-cup     i       i 
into  B.'a  bed-       ^^^  "^^• 

room,  and  left         Jt  appeared  that,  on  the  night  of  Saturday,  the  1st  of 

it  therei  and  B. 

afterwards  April,  1843,  Mrs.  Day  had  accused  the  prisoner,  who  was 
to^a  cup  oHhc  her  servant,  of  stealing  a  table-cloth ;  and  that,  it  being 
tea  which  con-    ^^^.g  j)ay'8  custom  to  take  her  breakfast  in  bed,  the  pri- 

tamed  the  poi-  -^  ^  r 

Bon.    Thejury  soncr,   on  the   morning   of  Sunday,   the   2nd   of  April, 

ofadministering  brought  to  her,  into  her  bed-room,  the  tea-pot  and  a  cup 

not  wTth^intent  ^^^  sauccr,  and  there  left  them,  and  went  down  stairs;  and 

%l^T^h   ~h  ^^^^}  on  Mrs.  Day  having  helped  fierself  to  some  of  the  tea 

offence  of  admi-  from  the  tca-pot,  shc  found  that  it  had  an  acid  taste,  and, 

Tnthi^s  manner,  ou  its  being  analysed,  it  was  found  to  contain  oxalic  acid. 

with  intent  to 

not  one'in  Dowlinff,  Scrjt.,  for  the  prisoner,  addressed  the  jury,  and 

aime  charged"  Contended  that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  an  intent 

includes  an  as-     Iq  murder, 
sault  within  the 
Stat.  7  Will.  4  & 

1  Vict.  c.  86,  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  "  Guilty  of 

administering    the    poison,  but   not 
with  intent  to  murder." 


Parke,  B. — That  is  tantamount  to  a  verdict  of  Not 
guilty. 

Ryland  and  Lydekker,  for  the  prosecution,  submitted 
that  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  an  assault,  under 
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the  1 1th  section  of  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85  (a), 
and  cited  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Bullock  {b). 

Parke,  B.,  (having  conferred  with  Tindal,  C.  J.) — ^We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  offence  of  administering  poison  in 
this  manner,  with  intent  to  murder,  is  not  one  in  which 
''the  crime  charged^'  includes  an  assault. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Ryland  and  Lydekker^  for  the  prosecution. 
Dawlinff,  Serjt.,  for  the  prisoner. 

(a)  Set  forth,  8  C.  &  P.  656,  n.  (b)  8  C.  &  P.  660. 


ESSEX  SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1843. 

{CivU  Side). 

BEFORE    BARON    PARKE. 


Davis  v.  Clarke. 

iVsSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff  as  indorsee  against  the  A  bill  directed 
defendant  as  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  be  acceptl^^by 
8th  of  March,  1838,  for  £100,  drawn  by  John  Hart,  5"^.*^^  wil; 
alleged  to  be  accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  by  but,  if  directed 

T   1       TT  1         1    •      .  nr.  *<*  *  particular 

John  Hart  to  the  plamtin.  penon,  it  can- 

Pleas,  first,  a  denial  of  the  acceptance;  and  second,  the  by^^ny  otTeV^ 

discharge  of  the  defendant  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' Act.  pe"pn»  except 

°^  ^  for  honour. 

The  bill  was  accepted  by  the  defendant  in  the  ordinary 
form,  by  his  writing  across  it  the  word  ^'  accepted,^'  and  his 
name ;  but  it  was  directed  at  the  foot,  not  to  the  defendant, 
but  "  To  Mr.  John  Hart."  It  did  not  appear  who  *'  Mr. 
John  Hart''  was,  except  that  the  drawer  had  the  same  name. 

VOL.  I.  N  N.  p. 
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Thesiger,  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  bill,  not 
being  directed  to  the  defendant,  could  not  be  accepted  by 
him  within  the  meaning  of  the  issue  on  the  first  plea. 

Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. — It  does  not  lie  in  the  de- 
fendant's mouth  to  raise  this  objection,  after  taking  to  the 
bill,  and  accepting  it  in  the  usual  form.  He  cited  the  case 
of  Gray  v.  Milner  (a). 

Parke,  B. — This  bill  is  wrong.  A  man  cannot  accept 
a  bill  not  drawn  upon  him,  except  for  honour.  There  was 
a  case  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, — a  criminal  case, — ^in 
which  the  Judges  held,  that  a  bill  directed  in  blank  majr 
be  accepted  by  anybody,  and  be  a  good  bill ;  but  when 
directed  to  a  particular  person,  nobody  but  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  directed  can  accept  the  bill,  except  for  honour. 

Petersdorff  then  applied  for  leave  to  amend. 


Parke,  B. — If  I  allow  an  amendment,  the  cause  must 

stand  over  to  the  next  assizes,  with  leave  to  plead  de  novo. 

But  you  cannot  amend  with  efi^ect,  inasmuch  as  this  is 

evidently  not  an  acceptance  for  honour.      The   plaintiff 

must  be  called. 

Nonsuit. 

Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Thesiffer,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Davis,  and .] 


(a)  In  that  case  an  instrument 
was  drawn,  payable  to  the  drawer 
or  his  order,  and  was  made  payable 
at  No.  1,  Wilmot-street,  without 
being  addressed  to  any  person  by 
name,  and  was  afterwards  accept- 
ed by  the  defendant;  and  it  was 
held  that  he  was  liable  in  an  ac- 
tion on  this  instrument  as  a  bill 
of  exchange;  and  Lord  Chief  Jus- 


tice Dallas  stated,  "  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  name  of  the 
party  who  afterwards  accepted  the 
bill  should  have  been  inserted,  it 
being  directed  to  a  particular  place, 
which  could  only  mean  to  the  per- 
son who  resided  there;  and  tliat  the 
defendant,  by  accepting  it,  acknow- 
ledged that  he  was  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  directed.'* 
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GLAMORGANSHIRE  SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1842. 

BEFORB    BARON    ROLPE. 


Reoina  V.  John  Harris  and  Evan  Lloyd. 

JrOBGERY. — ^The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  A  benefit  club, 
the  prisoners  with  having  forged  a  certain  warrant  far  the  ^ntVJdgl^of 
payment  of  money,  which  was  in  the  following  words : —       ^J**  Fellows, 

were  raised  by 

'^Urgant  Lodge,  Hirwann,  14th  March,  42.       the  members; 
'*  As  we  have  had  a  place  which  will  return  more  interest  I'iosimrw^^^^^^^^ 
on  our  cash,  with  good  security,  the  bearers  are  authorized  Brecon  Bank. 

"  •  who  had  given 

to  apply  for  the  same.     In  witness  whereof  we  subscribe  the  usual  bank- 
onr  names,  and  affix  the  seal  of  our  lodge.  the  bankers 

"  N.  G.   David  DaviES.       not  to  pay  the 

«  V.  G.  David  Lloyd.     TtKaTof 

"  Sec.      Wm.  Lewis.^'         ^«  committee 

of  the  club. 
The  prisoners, 

With  intent  to  defraud  David  Evans  and  others.     In  the  bersoftiieciubi 
second  count,  the  instrument  was  called  an  "order  for  the  jot  possession  of 

'  the  receipts, 

payment  of  money.''     In  other  counts  the  intent  was  laid  «»>d»  ^'^^^  them, 

presented  to 

to  be  to  defraud  David  Davies  and  others.    There  were  also  Mr.  E.,  one  of 

,       *»  1.4.     •  J      1  j.i_  J.      ^  A.       *       the  bankers,  a 

counts  for  uttenng ;  and  also  another  set  of  counts,  m  f^^^^g^  p^p^', 
which  the  instrument  was  described  as  having,  in  addition,  P"fpo">"S  ^ 

®'  '   be  an  authority 

to  the  names  set  out  above,  a  seal,  containing  the  words,  to  the  bearers 

f-r  -r     1         TT»  n         •     !•  1        1  1        -1  ^  receive  the 

*'  Urgant  Lodge,  Hirwann/'  encirclmg  two  closed  bands,     moneysignedby 
It  appeared  in  evidence  that  David  Evans,  and  four  other  thrdub  cSied 

noble-grand, 
Tice-grand,  and  secretary,  and  sealed  with  the  lodge  seal ;  and  Mr.  E.,  who  paid  the  prisoners 
the  money,  proved  that  he  would  not  have  done  so  on  the  production  of  the  receipts  only  with- 
out this  paper.  The  prisoners  were  convicted  on  an  indictment  for  forging  and  uttering  this 
paper,  which  in^some  of  the  counts  was  described  as  a  warrant,  and  in  others  as  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money  ;  and  the  fifteen  Judges  held  the  conriction  right. 

N  2 
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1842.  persons^  carried  on  business  in  partnership  together^  as 
bankers^  under  the  firm  of  the  Brecon  Bank ;  and  it  also 
appeared  that  David  Davies  and  a  number  of  other  persons^ 
including  the  prisoners,  were  members  of  a  benefit  club, 
called  the  Loyal  Urgand  Lodge  of  Odd  Fellows ;  and  that 
David  Davies  held  an  oflSce  in  the  club,  called  Noble-Grand; 
and  that  David  Lloyd  held  an  oflSce  in  the  club  called  Vice- 
Grand.  The  funds  of  the  club  had  been  raised  by  the 
contributions  of  the  different  members;  and  it  further 
appeared  that  the  club,  at  different  times,  deposited  two  sums 
of  money  with  the  Brecon  Bank,  the  one  a  sum  of  j£105j 
and  the  other  a  sum  of  j£25,  for  which  sums  the  bank  gave 
common  bankers^  receipts ;  and,  by  the  desire  of  the  depo- 
sitors, they  wrote  across  the  receipts  the  names  of  six 
persons,  who  were  represented  to  them  (the  bankers)  as 
being  the  committee ;  and  the  bankers  were  directed  not 
to  pay  the  money  mentioned  in  the  receipts,  except  to  the 
order  of  the  committee  or  of  the  chib.  The  receipts  were 
kept  with  certain  cash  belonging  to  the  club,  in  a  box 
with  two  locks,  the  key  of  one  lock  being  kept  by  David 
Davies,  as  Noble-Grand,  and  the  key  of  the  other  lock  by 
an  officer  called  deputy-treasurer. 

The  prisoners  got  possession  of  the  box  and  its  contents, 
including  the  two  receipts;  and  on  the  19th  of  March, 
1842,  they  presented  the  receipts  at  the  Brecon  Bank, 
together  with  a  paper  writing,  corresponding  exactly  with 
that  set  out  in  the  indictment,  and  having  a  seal  affixed  also 
corresponding  with  that  mentioned  in  the  indictment.  The 
letters  N.-G.  and  V.-G.  were  proved  to  mean  Noble-Grand 
and  Vice-Grand,but  the  name  of  the  secretary  was  proved  to 
be  William  Jones,  and  not  William  Lewis;  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  prisoners,  upon  producing  the  receipts  and  the 
paper  desired  to  have  the  £130,  and  that  Mr.  Evans,  one 
of  the  partners  of  the  bank,  considering  the  paper  pro- 
duced to  be  an  authority  from  the  club  paid  the  money  to 
the  prisoners.  And  Mr.  Evans  further  stated,  that  he 
should  not  have  paid  the  money  on  the  receipts  alone  with- 
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out  the  paper,  nor  on  the  paper  without  the  receipts.  The 
signatures  David  Davies^  David  Lloyd,  and  William  Lewis, 
were  all  forged. 

E.  V.  Williams,  for  the  prisoners,  submitted  that  this 
paper  was  neither  a  warrant  nor  an  order  for  the  payment 
of  money;  and  even  if  it  were,  yet  that  the  prisoners,  being 
members  of  the  club,  could  not  be  convicted  of  forgery. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  will  reserve  the  case  for  the  consideration 

of  the  fifteen  Judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

FT.  M,  James,  for  the  prosecution. 
E  V.  Williams,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — Meyricky  and  Daviet,'] 
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The  case  was  afterwards  considered  by  the  fifteen  Judges, 
who  held  the  conviction  right. 


DENBIGHSHIRE  SUMMER  ASSIZES,  1843. 


BEFORE  BARON  GURNEY. 


Regina  V.  John  Jones. 

Indictment  on  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  so,  s.  6  (a).  A.  wM  charged 
The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner^  a  mine^wW^, 
on  the  21st  day  of  May,  6  Vict.,  at  the  parish  of  Ruabon,  |,nhe1ndi~""* 

ment,  wat  laid 
to  be  the  mine  of  ''  J.  P.  and  others ;"  in  the  second  count,  as  the  mine  of  ''J.  D.  C.;"  and  in 
the  third  as  the  mine  of  **  R.  R."  J.  P.  and  his  two  brothers  were  the  lessees  of  the  mine,  but 
left  off  working  it  a  few  days  before  the  offence,  when  R.  R.  worked  it,  and  his  name  was  put  on 
the  carts  instead  of  the  name  of  P.  R.  R.  stated  that  he  worked  the  mine  for  the  benefit  of 
J.  D.  C.y  who  was  trustee  for  the  North  and  South  Wales  Banking  Company  under  a  deed.  No 
deed  was  proved  at  the  trial.  A.  was  convicted,  and  the  Judges  held  the  conviction  right. 
Semble,  that  there  was  evidence  to  support  each  of  the  three  modes  of  laying  the  property. 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Regina  v.  JameSy  8  C.  &  P.  L^l . 
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1843,^  "feloniously,  nnlawfolly,  and  maliciously,  did  cause  a  large 
quantity  of  water  to  be  conveyed  into  a  certain  mine  of 
coal  of  John  Pickering  and  others,  his  partners  there  situate 
with  intent  thereby,  then  and  there  to  damage  and  destroy 
the  said  mine  against  the  form  of  the  statute'^  &c.  Second 
count  the  like,  stating  the  mine  to  be  a  mine  of  coal  of 
John  Dean  Case.  Third  count  the  like,  substituting  the 
name  of  Robert  Roberts  for  that  of  John  Dean  Case. 
Fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts,  for  feloniously,  unlawfully, 
and  maliciously  causing  "  a  large  quantity  of  water  to  be 
conveyed  into  certain  subterraneous  passages  communicat- 
ing with  a  certain  mine  called  the  Cefn  mine,''  laying  the 
property  as  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  counts.  There 
were  six  other  similar  counts  laying  the  intent  to  be  "  to 
hinder  and  delay  the  working  of  the  said  mine/' 

The  evidence  clearly  proved  the  offence,  and  the  only 
question  in  the  case  was,  whether  the  property  in  the  mine 
was  well  laid.  The  ofi^ence  was  committed  on  the  21st  of 
May,  1843,  and  Mr.  John  Pickering  and  his  two  brothers 
were  lessees  of  the  mine  in  question,  and  had  worked  it 
until  the  11th  of  May,  1843.  They  had  borrowed  £20,000 
of  the  North  and  South  Wales  Bank,  and  upon  the  11th 
of  May  Mr.  Robert  Roberts,  acting  for  that  bank,  took 
possession  of  the  mine,  (it  did  not  appear  whether  in  pur- 
suance of  any  deed  or  judgment),  and  the  name  upon  the 
carts  was  altered  from  that  of  Pickering  to  that  of  Robert 
Roberts,  and  from  that  time  the  mine  was  worked  by  Mr. 
Robert  Roberts;  and  Mr.  Roberts  stated  in  his  evidence 
in  chief,  that  he  was  put  into  possession  of  the  mine  by 
Mr.  Mallaby,  as  attorney  for  the  bank ;  but,  in  his  cross 
examination,  he  explained  that  to  be  as  attorney  for  Mr. 
John  Dean  Case,  who,  he  said,  was  trustee  for  the  company ; 
and  being  asked  whether  by  deed,  answered  in  the  afSrm- 
ative;  and  he  also  added  that  he  had  since  the  11th  of 
May,  1843,  worked  the  mine  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Case. 

Jervis  and  llehhy  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  the 
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property  in  the  mine  was  not  proved  as  laid  in  either  of        1843. 
the  connts  of  the  indictment.     1st.  That  the  first  count 
fidled  because  the  Messrs.  Pickering  were  out  of  posses- 
aion  of  the  mine.    2nd.  That  the  second  count  was  not 
proved,  as  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  the  property  in 
Mr.  John  Dean  Case;   and  3rd.  That  the  possession  of 
Mr.  Bobert  Roberts^  as  agent  for  the  North  and  South 
Wales  Bank^  was  not  such  a  possession  as  would  sustain 
the  third  count  of  the  indictment^  he  being  merely  the 
agent  or  servant  of  the  company^  and  that  a  co-partner- 
ship lathis  description  (the North  and  South  Wales  Bank) 
must  have  a  registered  officer^  and  that  the  property  should, 
therefore,  have  been  laid  in  him. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 

fifteen  Judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

HiU  and  Toumsend,  for  the  prosecution. 
Jercis  and  Welsby,  for  the  prisoner. 

f  Attomies — MaUahy  8f  Townsend,  and  Harper.'] 


Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Tixdal,  C.  J.,  Lord  Abin- 
OER,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,   Gurney,  B.,   Williams,   J., 

Ck)LERIDGE,  J.,    COLTMAN,  J.,    ErSKINE,  J.,    MaULE,  J., 

fioLFE,  B.,  and  Wightman,  J. 

Jervis,  for  the  prisoner.  It  is  not  material  to  consider  in  11 M  Nov. 
the  present  case  whether  the  allegation  as  to  the  property 
of  this  mine  was  necessary  or  not,  because  as  the  mine  is 
dkged  to  be  the  mine  of  particular  persons,  it  must  be 
proved  to  be  so.  With  respect  to  the  first  count  laying 
4e  property  in  the  Messrs.  Pickering,  it  is  not  enough  to 
«J  the  property  in  those  who  have  the  legal  estate  in  the 
^^e.  In  a  case  of  burglary,  it  would  not  be  suflScient  to 
%  the  property  of  the  house  to  be  in  a  person  who  had 
^  legal  estate  in  it,  but  had  left  the  possession  of  it. 
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1843.  With  respect  to  the  counts  laying  the  property  in  Mr. 
Roberts^  they  are  equally  unsupported.  Mr.  Roberts  was 
the  agent  and  servant  of  the  North  and  South  Wales  Bankj 
or  of  Mr.  Case^  and^  therefore^  the  property  cannot  be  pro- 
perly laid  in  him.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  HutchtMon  (6),  it 
was  held  that  the  chandelier  of  a  dissenting  chapel,  vested 
in  trustees,  could  not  be  described  as  the  property  of  a 
servant  who  had  merely  the  care  of  the  chapel  and  the 
things  in  it,  to  clean  and  keep  them  in  order,  although  he 
had  the  key  of  the  chapel,  and  no  person,  except  the  minis- 
ter, had  another  key ;  and  with  respect  to  the  second  count, 
I  apprehend  that  the  effect  of  the  evidence  is,  that  Mr. 
Case  was  in  possession,  as  agent  of  the  North  and  South 
Wales  Bank,  under  some  deed.  It  is  not  suggested  that 
he  was  a  shareholder  in  the  bank,  and  if  he  were  so,  the 
indictment  would  not  be  good  under  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  s.  14,  as  the  property  is  not  laid  in  Mr.  Case,  and 
others,  and  if  the  North  and  South  Wales  Bank  had  public 
officers  under  the  stat.  7  Greo.  4,  c.  46,  the  property  ought 
to  be  laid  in  them  as  in  the  case  of  Steward  v.  Greaves  (c), 
it  was  held  that  the  creditors  of  a  company  established 
and  carrying  on  business  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat. 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  and  having  a  public  officer,  have  no  remedy 
against  the  individual  members  as  at  common  law ;  and 
that  the  words  of  the  9th  section  of  that  statute,  that  ''all 
actions  against  the  co-partnership  shall  and  lawfully  may 
be  commenced,  instituted,  and  prosecuted  against  one  or 
more  of  the  public  officers  nominated  as  before  men- 
tioned as  the  nominal  defendant,^'  are  obligatory. 

Coleridge,  J. — Does  that  apply  when  the  bank  has  not 
issued  notes  ? 

Parke,  B. — It  appears  that  Mr.  Case  was  in  possession 
by  his  servant,  Mr.  Roberts ;  but  there  is  nothing  to  take 
the  property  out  of  the  first  lessees. 

(6)  R.  &  R,  C.  C.  R.  412.  (c)  10  M.  &  W.  711. 
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Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — It  appears  that  the  mine  is         1843. 
worked  on  account  of  Mr.  Case^  but  I  should  think  that 
Mr.  Roberts  having  his  name  on  the  carts  would  be  some 
evidence,  at  least,  that  he  was  working  the  mine. 

Toumsend,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  heard. 


The  case  was  considered  bj  the  Judges,  who  held  the 
conviction  right. 


CENTRAL    CRIMINAL  COURT. 


MAY  SESSION,  1842. 

BEFOBK  MB.  BABON  ALDEBSON  AND  MR.  JUSTICE  COLTMAK. 


T 


1842. 

Regina  v.  Mary  Good. 

May  Wh. 
HE   prisoner  was   arraigned  on  an  indictment  which  Where  a  wo- 

charged  one  Daniel  Good  with  the  wilful  murder  of  Jane  ™(J|J  comforu 
Jones,  otherwise  Jane  Good,  and  charged  the  prisoner  with  ]^^*  harbour- 

'    ^  '  ^      °  ^    ^  ^       ing,  and  assist- 

comforting,   harbouring,   and   assisting   the   said   Daniel  ing  a  man  who 
Good,  knowing  that  he  had  committed  the  said  murder  (a),  a  murder,  if  the 

counsel  for  the 
prosecution  has 

Sir  F.PoIlock,  A.G.,  in  opening  the  case,  said — I  under-  reason  to  believe 

'  ,  ,  .  that  the  woman 

stand  that  the  defence  is,  that  the  prisoner  was  married  to  was  married  to 
Daniel  Good,  and  the  law  says,  that  in  all  cases,  except  trea-  appear  clearly 
son,  it  is  no  oflfence  in  a  wife  to  comfort  and  assist  her  hus-  ri^ered^erscif 
band.     The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  has  communicated  to  *■  *»»«  ^^^f  ""d 
me  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  marriage,  and  I  think  as  such  for 

years,  he  will  be 
justified  in  not  offering  any  evidence  against  her,  even  though  he  have  also  reason  to  believe  that 
the  marriage  was  in  some  respects  irregular  and  probably  invalid. 

(a)  Daniel  Good  bad  been  tried  and  found  guilty  of  the  murder  on  the 
day  before. 
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1842.  it  is  very  probable  that  some  marriage  did  take  place  in 
the  kingdom  of  Ireland^  at  a  place  where  the  registers 
were  very  imperfectly  kept.  There  is  no  doubt  that  Daniel 
Gk)od  and  the  prisoner  for  many  years  considered  each 
other  as  man  and  wife;  and^  under  these  circumstances, 
though  it  might  be  difficult  for  the  prisoner  to  prove  a 
marriage  in  fact,  I  do  not  intend  to  offer  any  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  prosecution. 

Alderson,  B.,  to  the  jury. — No  evidence  being  offered 
in  this  case,  it  is  your  duty  to  acquit  the  prisoner.  Per- 
sons charged  with  such  an  offence,  ought  to  know  that  it 
is  a  very  serious  offence  to  afford  any  assistance  to  a  cri- 
minal,  so  as  to  obstruct  the  course  of  public  justice.  But 
a  wife  is  in  a  peculiar  situation:  she  cannot  be  found 
guilty  of  comforting  and  assisting  her  husband.  And  if 
the  prisoner  in  this  case  went  through  the  ceremony  of 
marriage,  and  it  should  have  turned  out  that  there  was 
some  irregularity  in  the  marriage,  nevertheless,  if  it  ap- 
peared  that  she  had  acted  under  the  supposition  that  she 
was  the  wife  of  Daniel  Gk>od,  and  according  to  the  duty 
which  she  considered  to  be  cast  upon  her,  the  Court  would 
have  felt  it  right  to  have  inflicted  a  very  slight  pimishment 
upon  her.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Attorney-General 
has  only  acted  consistently  with  the  duties  of  his  high  office 
in  taking  the  course  which  he  has  taken,  and  which  the 
Court  entirely  approves. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  A.  G.,  Adolphua,  Waddington,  and  R. 
Gumey,  for  the  prosecution. 

Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner. 
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AUGUST  SESSION,  18^2. 

BEFORE    BARON    ROLFE. 


Begina  V.  Sarah  Stroud. 

jyiURDER. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  An  indictment 

of  ber  female  child,  by  drowning  her.     The  indictment  ofaniiicgiti- 

consisted  of  two  counts.     In  the  first  count,  the  child  was  ""n^th  o^/^'in 

described  as  Harriet  Stroud,  and  in  the  second  count  the  <^«  ^!*^  count, 

described  the 

child  was  described  as  '^  a  female  of  tender  age,  whose  child  as  Harriet 

name  is  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown.'^  thriecond"  ai" 

It  appeared  by  the  evidence,  that  on  the  16th  of  June,  "  *  female  of 

...  .  tender  age, 

1842,  the  prisoner,  being  a  single  woman,  gave  birth  to  a  whose  name  is 
female  child  in  St.  Pancras  workhouse,  and  that  the  child  aforesaid  un- 
was  called  '*  Harriet,^'  and  was  baptized  by  that  name  on  J^^  proyg^  \\^^ 
the  morning  of  the  16th  of  July.  No  copy  of  the  register  t^«  ?h>w  was 
was  given  in  evidence,  but  it  was  proved  by  one  of  the  wit-  net,  and  was 
nesses,  that  the  child  was  baptized  by  the  name  of  "  Har-  J^e^  was  no 
net"  only,  and  not  "Harriet  Stroud/'  and  there  was  no  jhl'^^hiidhTd 
eridence  that  the  child  had  ever  been  called  by  any  name,  ever  been  called 

^_        .  ^         ^  Harriet  Stroud: 

except  Harnet.  —Held,  that 

It  was  further  proved,  that,  on  the  evening  of  the  16th  couid"not  be 

of  July,  the  prisoner  left  the  workhouse  with  the  child,  and  convicted  on 

immediately  proceeded  to  the  Regent's  Canal,  and  there  counti,  as  the 

-     1     V       1  M  J  child  clearly 

drowned  the  child.  had  the  name 

Verdict — Guilty.  of  Harriet, 

though  not  that 
_         -  ,         t  rm  r>      Ai  a*  ofStroud;  and 

Prenaergast  and  ThomaSy  for  the  prosecution.  that,  in  order 

Doane,  for  the  prisoner.  l:::T^oZ 

lAttomiear-^M*Gahey,  and .]  ^*»ff  '""*;^^« 

•-  ;/»  J  evidence  shew- 


ing that  the 
nanie  of  the 


Rolfe,  B. — Ordered  the  judgment  to  be  respited,  his  child  could  not 
lordship  being  of  opinion,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  been  "/„pJo«^^^ 
Beff.  V.  Waters  (a)  y  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  ^^  *>«  known  to 

the  grand  jury, 
(o)  7  C.  &  P,  250^ 


Igg  CASES  AT  THE 

1842.  on  the  first  count  of  the  indictment^  and  that  there  should 
have  been  a  count  for  the  murder  of  a  child  named  ''  Har- 
riet/' and  his  lordship  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  fifteen  Judges  on  the  question^  whether  the  prisoner 
ought  to  have  been  convicted  on  the  second  count. 

In  the  ensuing  term^  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
Judges^  who  held  the  conviction  wrongs  their  lordships 
being  of  opinion^  that  in  order  to  sustain  a  count  for  the 
murder  of  a  child  whose  name  is  to  the  jurors  unknownj 
there  must  be  evidence  shewing  that  the  name  could  not 
reasonably  have  been  supposed  to  be  known  to  the  grand 
jury^  and  that  here  the  child  clearly  had  the  name  of  "  Har- 
riet''(4). 

(b)  See  the  case  o{  Regina  t.  Campbellf  ante,  p.  82. 


Begina  v.  Stringer  and  Newstead. 

A.  and  B.  on  a  AsSAULT,  with  intent  to  rob. — The  indictment  charged 

to  obtain  mo-  the  prisoners  with  having  assaulted  John  Ellis  Churchill, 

tScatcncdto  ^^^^  intent  to  rob  him,   and  charged  that  the  prisoner 

accuse  him  of  Stringer  had  been  previously  convicted  of  felony, 

posureofhis  It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Churchill,  the  prosecutor,  that 

^.  being  pre-  on  the  moming  of  the  11th  of  August,  1842,  he  was  walk- 

b^the"touL?*  ^^e  ^^  ^y^®  ^^^^>  ^^  *  ^^^^^  ^^^^  °i°®  o'clock,  when  he 
and  A.  and  C.     ^as  accostcd  by  the  prisoner  Newstead,  who  asked  him  the 

went  to  a  sta-  . 

tion-house,  and  nearest  way  to  the  city.     The  prosecutor  told  him  the  best 

the  thrwitened  ^^7  ^^^  ^o  go  straight  on,  which  would  take  him  to  Cum- 

^t^on^w''  berland-gate.     The  prisoner  Newstead  then  said  he  had 

facts,  A.  and  B.  lost  his  way,  having  been  passing  the  day  at  Kensington. 

might  be  con-  .  .  ,  . 

Tictedof  anas-  Almost  immediately  after  this  had  occurred,  the  prisoner 
tenttTrob^",  Stringer  came  up  from  behind,  and  seized  the  prosecutor 
ShS^tlf^geddd  ^7*^®  coUar,  4nd  said  to  him,  "You  damned  beast,  you 
not  come  within  have  been  indecently  exposing  your  person;  I  have  been 

the  terms  of 

the  Stat.  7  &  8 

Geo.  4,  c.  29,  ss.  7  and  9,  or  of  the  stat.  7  WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  4. 
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watching  you  with  your  friend  (pointing  to  the  prisoner         1842. 
Newstead)  for  three  quarters  of  an  hour."     The  prisoner       regina 
Stringer  then  forced  the  prosecutor  to  go  with  him  to  a      ^' 
police-station,  the  prisoner  Newstead  accompanying  them 
during  a  part  of  the  way,  but  leaving  them  before  they  got 
to  the  station.     At  the  station  the  prisoner  Stringer  re- 
peated the  charge  which  he  made  when  he  first  seized  the 
prosecutor,  and  added  that  the  private  parts  of  both  the 
men  were  exposed ;  that  one  had  his  arms  round  the  neck 
of  the  other^  and  each  of  them  had  hold  of  the  private  parts 
of  the  other.     The  whole  of  this  charge  was  a  fiction^  and 
many  circumstances  were  given  in  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  whole  was  a  preconcerted  plan  between  the  two  pri- 
soners, for  the  purpose  of  extorting  money  from  the  pro- 
secutor.    No  money,  however,  was  given. 

BoLFE,  B.,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that,  if  the 
prisoner  Stringer  was  acting  in  pursuance  of  a  previous 
plan  arranged  with  the  prisoner  Newstead,  with  a  view  to 
induce  Mr.  Churchill  to  give  him  money,  in  order  that  he 
might  escape  the  annoyance  attending  such  a  charge,  that 
was  an  assault  with  intent  to  rob,  and  would  warrant  them 
in  finding  both  the  prisoners  guilty  on  this  indictment. 

The  jury  found  both  the  prisoners  guilty  (a). 
Clarkson  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney — Robinson .] 


The  learned  Baron  afterwards  reserved  the  case  for  the 
opinion  of  the  fifteen  Judges  on  the  question,  whether  the 
conviction  could  be  sustained,  as  the  subject  of  the  charge 
made  by  the  prisoner  Stringer  against  Mr.  Churchill  did 
not  come  within  the  terms  either  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 

(a)  Sec  the  cases  of  Reg.  v.  Nor  Ion,  8  C.  &  P.  671,  and  Reg.  v.  Henry, 
9  C.  &  P.  309. 
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1642. 
Rboima 

V. 

Strinoeb. 


c.  29^  ss.  7  and  9^  or  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  4;  but  the 
case  having  been  considered  by  the  fifteen  Judges,  their 
lordships  held  the  conviction  right,  as  there  was  actual 
violence  and  an  attempt  to  extort  money  by  means  of  that 
violence  combined  with  threats,  which  might  be  reasonably 
supposed  calculated  to  induce  the  party  assaulted  to  part 
with  his  money  through  fear  of  the  charge. 


OCTOBER  SESSION,  1842. 

BEFORE    MB.   JUSTICE    MAULE    AND    MR.    JUSTICE    ERSKINS. 


Oct,  27  th. 


Regina  V.  Ellen  Connell. 

A  person  was  1  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  felony  in  uttering,  after  a 
terinVa  counl '  previous  couviction,  a  piece  of  false  and  counterfeit  coin, 
**' ded*^***'  '"•  resembling  and  apparently  intended  to  resemble,  and  pass 
sembie  and        for  a  piccc  of  the  Quccn^s  current  silver  coin  called  a  groat ^ 

well  knowing  the  same  to  be  false  and  counterfeit,  &c. 

The  witnesses  who  proved  the  uttering  &c.,  all  called 
the  coin  by  the  name  of  a.  fourpenny  piece ;  but  Mr.  Field, 
the  inspector  of  coin  to  the  Mint,  having  said  that  the 
groat  was  counterfeit,  was  asked,  on  cross  examination. 


pass  for  "  a 
groat:*     All 
the  witnesses 
for  the  prose- 
cution, except 
the  inspector  of 
coin  for  the 
Mint,  called  it 
^fourpenny 

{J^;rclue<l  h  "What  do  you  call  this  coin?^^     He  replied,  ''A  groat— 
a  groat,  and  said  it  has  had  that  name,  /  Ae/ier^,  from  the  earliest  period; 

he  believed  that    ,  '  ^  .    .      ^ 

it  had  had  that  it  has  the  words  '  fourpence'  on  it,  but  the  original  name 

earliest  period,  was  gfoat,  in  the  time  of  Edward  the  Third  :  they  were  not 

Se  ori^^bai****  ^^'^^  ^^^  ^Kme  sizc  and  weight  as  this.'*  On  re-examination 

groat  of  Edw.  he  was  askcd,  "  Have  you  heard  them  called  groats?'*  and 

ora  s  reign  was  ii    i  yy        i> 

larger  and  hca-  his  reply  was,  "  Ycs,  they  are  called  groats  as  well  as  four- 

▼ier  than  the  .  •     ^i  i  j.*        ^> 

coin  in  ques-      penny  picccs  lu  the  proclamation. 

tion;  and  that, 

in  the  Queen's 

proclamation,  these  coins  were  called  both  groats  and  fourpenny  pieces.     The  proclamation  was 

not  produced,  and  the  inscription  on  the  coin  itself  was  "/otirpence :" — f^eW,  that  if  the  jury, 

from  their  own  knowledge  of  the  Knglish  language,  without  considering  any  evidence  at  all, 

were  of  opinion,  that  a  groat  and  fourpenny  piece  were  the  same,  the  prisoner  was  rightly  in* 

dieted  and  might  be  convicted. 


CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT,  6  VICT.  191 

For  the  prisoner  it  was  contended^  that  the  coin  was  not         1842. 
proved  by  legal  evidence  to  be  a  groat,  the  proclamation       rbJina 
not  having  been  produced,  and  the  words  "fourpence^'  being  ^' 

stamped  upon  it,  as  well  as  its  being  called  a  fourpenny 
piece  by  all  the  witnesses  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Field. 

Maule,  J.  {Erskine,  J.,  being  present),  in  summing  up, 
said — "  A  groat''  is  a  common  word  belonging  to  our 
own  mother  tongue,  such  as  '^  uttering,''  '^  public-house," 
''half-pint,"  and  many  other  expressions:  and  you  are 
here  as  Englishmen  to  use  your  knowledge  of  your  own 
language;  and  if,  understanding  the  matter  without  any 
evidence,  you  are  satisfied  that  a  fourpenny  piece  and  a 
groat  are  the  same  thing,  then  the  prisoner  is  rightly  in- 
dicted. It  is  very  true  that  a  groat  in  Edward  the  Third's 
reign  weighed  a  great  deal  more  than  a  foiurpenny  piece 
does  now — and  so  it  is  with  respect  to  other  coins.  Things 
have  kept  their  names,  though  they  have  changed  their 
value. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 

Bodkin  and  ^Espinasse,  for  the  prosecution. 
Payne,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Powell,  and .] 


CASES  AT  THE 


DECEMBER  SESSION,  1842. 

BEFORE   THE    HONOURABLE    C.  E.  LAW^   RECORDER. 


Beoina  V.  Peter  Adamson. 

A.  was  indicted  Ju  ALSE  pretences. — The  indictment  charged  that  the  de* 

;^200,  by  false-  feudant  did  unlawfully  falsely  pretend  to  one  John  Heron, 

IharhlThad  *  that  he,  the  said  Peter  Adamson,  had  obtained  from  Lord 

obtained  from  Stanley  the  appointment  of  emigration  agent  at  Port  Philip, 

Lord  S.  the  ap- 
pointment of      which  was  a  situation  worth  i£600  a  year,  and  that  for  £200 

a^'nt  atl?.,        ^®  would  give  John  Heron  one-third  of  the  emigration 

worth  ^600  a     ^^^^ship;  and  that  he,  the  said  John  Heron,  would  be  sure 

year;  and  that    to  have  back  his  £200  out  of  the  emigration  agentship 

for;^200  he  o  -o  r 

would  give  the  the  first  year,  and  by  means  of  which  false  pretence  he 
fhTrd  oV?he°"''"  obtained  £200  from  John  Heron,  with  intent  to  cheat 
agentship.  -j^i^a  of  the  Same.     The  indictment  then  went  on  to  negRp 

The  prosecutor       ^  " 

proved  that  he  tivc  the  false  pretcnccs  in  the  usual  manner, 
on  this  pre-  It  was  proved  by  the  prosecutor  and  his  witnesses,  that 

was^^fahe^-* but  *^®  defendant  obtained  the  money  by  means  of  the  pre- 

that,  before  he  tcuces  Stated  in  the  indictment,  and  the  averments  nega- 

parted  with  his       ,   .  " 

money,  the  dc-  tiving  the  truth  of  the  pretences  were  clearly  proved ;  but 
ed"on"himVo" '  ^^  ^^so  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  urged 
execute  a  de^ed  ^j^g  prosecutor  to  becomc  his  partner,  and  engaged  that  if 
ship  with  him.    the  prosecutor  accepted  his  proposal  of  a  partnership,  and 

in  which  the  _  iQr»r\rv 

consideration  advanced  the  £200  as  a  bonus,  the  prosecutor  should  have 
2^200  *and?n  *  ^  third  share  of  the  emigration  agentship,  and  of  the  other 
which  nothing  business,  that  he  (the  defendant)  would  have  in  the  colony; 
agentship,  or  and  that,  on  the  prosecutor  expressing  a  wish  to  write  to 
tained  i^Hei'd,  cousult  his  fricuds  in  Scotland,  the  defendant  refused  to 
in*of  this'^dced*  allow  him  to  do  SO,  and  also  refused  to  allow  him  to  con- 
on  the  part  of  gult  his  cousiu  in  London,  or  any  one  else,  on  the  subject 

the  prosecution  ^  , 

did  not  exclude  of  the  proposed  partnership,  and  it  was  proved  by  the  pro- 
dence  of  the"     sccutor  that  he  was  induced  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the 

false  pretences ; 

and  that  if  the  deed  was  a  part  of  the  defendant's  scheme  to  effect  the  fraud,  the  defendant  should 

be  found  guilty. 


Reoina. 
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partnership  on  the  assurance  of  the  defendant  that  he  then         ]g42. 
had  the  appointment  of  emigration  agent.     It  further  ap- 
peared, that  after  the  false  pretences  stated  in  the  indict-  v. 
ment  had  been  made^  and  before  the  prosecutor  parted 
with  his  money^  a  partnership  deed  was^  at  the  defendant's 
instance^  prepared  by  the  defendant's  solicitor^  and  exe- 
cuted both  by  the  prosecutor  and  the  defendant^  but  it 
also  appeared^  that  the  defendant  had  previously  promised^ 
that,  on  the  drawing  up  of  the  deed  of  partnership  between 
them,  he  would  shew  the  prosecutor  the  letter  from  Lord 
Stanley  appointing  him  (the  defendant)  emigration  agent. 
The  partnership  deed  was  put  in^  and  the  consideration 
far  the  partnership  was  there  stated  to  be  £200^  but  no  men- 
tion was  made  of  the  emigration  agency,  or  of  the  repre- 
sentations  of  the  defendant  in  respect  thereof. 

Prendergast,  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  as  the  deed 
did  not  contain  the  pretences  stated  in  the  indictment,  but 
on  the  contrary,  represented  the  £200  to  be  given  in  con- 
sideration of  a  general  partnership  between  the  defendant 
and  the  prosecutor,  and  as  the  prosecutor  had  put  in  the 
deed  as  part  of  his  case,  the  parol  evidence  of  the  false 
pretences  ought  to  be  rejected,  and  the  jury  ought  to  be 
directed  to  acquit  the  defendant.  He  cited  the  case  of 
RexY.  Codrington  (a). 

Law,  Recorder. — I  cannot  withdraw  the  case  from  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  upon  this  objection. 

Prendergast  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  1  C.  &  P.  661.     In  that  case  dor  has,  in  fact,  previously  sold  his 

it  was  held,  that  if  one  professes  to  interest  in  the  property  to  a  third 

sell  an  interest  in  property  and  re-  person;  this  is  not  sufficient  to  sup- 

ceives  the  purchase-money,  the  yen-  port  an  indictment  for  obtaining 

dee  taking  the  usual  covenant  for  money  by  false  pretences. 
title,  and  it  turns  out  that  the  ven- 

TOL.  I.  O  N.  P. 


V, 

Adamson. 
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1842.  Law,  Recorder,  (in  summing  up). — If  you  are  satisfied 

Rboina.  ^^^^  ^^^  prosecutor  in  fact  parted  with  his  money  on  the 
pretences  laid  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the  preparation 
of  the  partnership  deed,  and  the  execution  of  it,  were  part 
of  the  prisoner's  scheme  to  effect  the  fraud,  you  ought  to 
find  him  guilty. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Clarkson  and  Doane^  for  the  prosecution. 
Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — fT.  C.  Humphreys,  and  Wontner.'] 


The  learned  Recorder  reserved  the.  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  fifteen  Judges,  on  the  question  whether,  under  the 
circumstances,  upon  the  production  of  the  deed  as  part  of 
the  prosecutor's  case,  the  parol  evidence  ought  to  have  been 
rejected,  and  the  jury  directed  to  acquit  the  prisoner. 
In  the  ensuing  Easter  Term,  the  case  was  considered  by 
the  Judges,  who  held  the  conviction  right. 
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FEBRUARY  SESSION,  1843. 

BBPORE    MB.    COMMON    SERJEANT   MIREHOUSE. 


Reoina  V.  James  Williams. 

Feb.  6th. 


were 


jLHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing,  on  the  9th  of  overtures 
JanoaiT.  four  shillings  of  the  monies  of  William  Michael  °^**f  **{  '  p*"^- 

■''  °  80D  to  the  ser- 

DbTIS.  ▼Ant  of  a  publi- 

can, to  induce 
him  to  join  in 

The  prosecutor  Davis  was  a  publican,  keeping  the  Blue  maier^s  tin. 
Posts,  in  Berwick-street.     A  witness,  named  Lincoln,  was  '^^^  •ervant 

communicated 

called  for  the  prosecution,  and  said — *'  I  am  in  the  ser-  the  matter  to 
me  of  Mr.  Davis.     I  had  been  there  seven  months.     I  gome  weeks 
Iiad  been  there  when  a  man  named  Ashton  was  bar-  !?!5' K***.f*'j- 

vant,  by  tbedi- 

man.     He  went  away  in  October.     I  had  seen  the  pri-  section  of  the 

.  master,  opened 

loner  there  durmg  the  time  Ashton  was  there.     I  met  a  communica- 
kiin  going  up  Broad-street,  nearly  three  months  before  person  who  had 
ke  was  taken  into  custody,  at  the  latter  end  of  October.  «ade  the  over. 

^  '  tares,  m  conse- 

He  asked  me  if  I  wanted  any  money  '  worked'  for  me.     I  quenceof 

••id,  'No;  I  did  not  want  any.'  He  said,  'It  would  be  a  great  to  the  master's 

^  to  my  interest  if  I  worked  any.'     I  said,  'No;  I  never  masTerhaving  * 

worked  any,  and  did  not  wish  to  have  any  worked  for  me : '  previously 

t  marked  some 

that  was  what  I  said  to  him  at  that  time,  and  we  parted,  money,  it  was, 
I  had  heard  '  worked  money'  spoken  of  by  my  master,  and  pUced  upon  Si'e' 
had  read  about  it  in  the  newspaper.     I  communicated  to  8er"va*[,*lJ[  ||j! 
my  master  what  had  passed  between  me  and  the  prisoner,  ^er  that  it 

...  *  might  be  taken 

About  SIX  weeks  after  my  first  conversation,  the  prisoner  up  by  the  party 
came  to  my  master's  house :  my  master  was  in  the  bar  at  for  the  pu*rpo«. 
the  time;  he  did  not  say  anything  then.     On  the  5th  of  ]^  "^"hhn^l*" 
January,  mi/  master  gave  me  directions,  in  consequence  of  ^^^^*  larceny 
which  I  went  to  Lambeth-square,  New-cut,  where  I  thought 
1  could  find  the  prisoner.     He  was  not  in  the  way,  and  / 
«To<e  this  note  by  my  master^ s  directum,  and  left  it  for  him — 

o2 
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['  Mr.  Williams  will  greatly  oblige  me  by  calling  on  me, 

at  Mr.  Davis's,  Blue  Posts,  Berwick-street,  as  I  have  got  a 

"•  little  business  for  you  to  do  for  me  upon  what  you  spoke 

iV  ILLI  ikMS* 

to  me  about  a  little  while  ago/]  I  left  it  about  five  in  the 
evening.  About  half-past  seven,  he  and  his  wife  came  to 
my  master^s  house.  I  saw  them  outside  the  door.  The 
prisoner  came  and  patted  me  on  the  shoulder.  I  said  I  did 
not  expect  to  see  him  down  so  soon.  He  said  directly  he 
got  the  note  he  came  down.  I  asked  if  he  could  come  on 
Saturday  evening.  He  said,  perhaps,  I  could  give  him 
something  that  evening.  I  said  he  could  come  in  if  he 
liked.  He  came  in,  and  bought  some  liquor  with  a  six- 
pence. I  gave  him  the  proper  change.  He  came  a  second 
time  the  same  evening.  I  drew  him  a  glass  of  liquor.  He 
put  down  a  shilling  and  said,  ^  On  to  it  now !'  I  did  not 
give  him  any  more  money  than  he  was  entitled  to  then. 
On  the  following  Sunday  I  saw  him  in  the  street,  and 
walked  with  him  along  Compton-street,  and  down  Covent- 
garden  Market  into  the  Strand.  I  went  to  the  Red  Lion 
there,  and  had  a  conversation  with  him  about  Ashton.  An 
arrangement  was  made  between  me  and  him,  that  he  was 
to  come  down  that  evening,  and  come  in  once  or  twice  in 
the  evening,  and  I  was  to  give  him  what  I  could  each  time. 
He  said  he  was  to  put  down  a  shilling;  I  was  to  take  it 
up,  make  a  pretence  of  putting  it  into  the  till,  take  out 
two  or  three  more  and  place  it  on  the  counter,  and  he  was 
to  take  it  up;  and  if  he  was  to  come  in  again,  I  was  to  rub 
my  arm;  if  not,  I  was  to  put  out  my  finger.  I  told  my 
master  all  that  had  passed.  The  prisoner  came  in  twice 
during  that  evening.  On  the  Monday  he  was  to  come 
again.  I  saw  some  money  marked  and  put  into  the  till.  He 
came  between  seven  and  eight  in  the  evening.  An  officer 
teas  sent  for.  The  officer  had  arrived  when  the  prisoner 
first  came  in  that  evening.  I  did  not  give  him  any  money 
the  first  time.  He  came  in  again,  and  bought  a  penny- 
worth of  gin.  He  put  down  a  shilling,  I  then  gave  him  four 
marked  shillings,  the  shilling  he  gave  me,  and  threepence- 
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halfpenny.     Directly  my  hand  was  off  if,  he  took  it  off  the         1843. 

counter,  and  put  it  into  his  riff  ht-hand  pocket,  and  was  going       rbgina 

to  walk  off  with  it,  when  he  was  seized  by  the  officer/'  „^   "• 

•^  Williams. 

The  evidence  of  Mr. Davis  was  as  follows: — "I  am  Lin- 
coln's master.  In  consequence  of  information  from  him, 
I  marked  ten  shillings  on  Monday  the  9th  of  January,  and 
put  them  into  the  till.  Some  of  them  were  afterwards 
produced  to  me  by  Beresford  the  officer.  Lincoln  had  pre- 
viously made  communications  to  me,  on  the  prisoner's  proposi* 
turns  to  him.  He  acted  in  this  with  my  knowledge  and  con- 
sent, and  by  my  directions.  I  gave  him  directions  to  give  the 
prisoner  the  money  in  the  way  he  has  done.  I  do  not  recollect 
thai  I  told  him  to  write  the  letter,  but  I  told  him  to  call  upon 
the  prisoner,  and  renew  the  conneanon.*' 

Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that,  under  the 
circumstances  detailed  in  the  evidence,  the  offence  of  lar- 
ceny had  not  been  committed  by  the  prisoner. 

Payne  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution,  argued  that  it 
was  just  as  much  a  trespass  and  a  felonious  taking  in  the 
prisoner,  as  if  the  money  had  not  been  delivered  to  him  by 
the  servant  by  previous  arrangement,  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  master. 

MiREHousE,  C.  S.,  entertained  doubt  upon  the  subject, 
but  left  the  facts  to  the  jury,  who  found  the  prisoner 

Guilty. 

Judgment  was  respited,  that  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
might  be  taken  upon  the  question. 

The  conviction  was  afterwards  held  right,  and  the  pri- 
soner received  sentence  of  imprisonment  for  one  year. 

Payne  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution. 
Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner. 

[ Attomies—  Wire  ^  Child,  and .] 
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MARCH  SESSIONS,  1843. 

BEFORE    THE    HON.    C.    E.    LAW,    RECOBDEB,    AND    MB.    COM- 

MISSIONEB    BULLOCK. 


J^farch  25th,  ReOINA  V.  JoSHUA  JoNES  AsHLET. 

A  member  of  a  X  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing,  on  the  14th  of 

club  was  in-  _  -  _  i         io^  -i  ^    i  i         a« 

dieted  for  steal-  February,  four  spoons,  value  £if,  and  one  fork,  value  £1, 

iifte^u^eVaV*"'  ^^  ^^^  Soods  of  Thomas  Howse,  in  his  dwelling-house, 
the  club-house.       The  property  mentioned  in  the  indictment  was  lost  from 

The  house-ste-  . 

ward  slept  in  a  table  in  a  room  in  the  house  of  the  Junior  United  Ser- 

he  stated/that  vicc  Club.     The  prisoner,  who  was  a  member  of  the  club, 

char*^oV*aii  the  ^^^  shcwu  to  have  been  in  the  room  about  the  time  when 

piaie,  and  was  the  spoous  and  fork  were  placed  on  the  table;  and  it  ap- 

responsible  for 

it;  butitap-  pearcd  that  on  the  15th  of  February,  the  day  after  they 

pfa*7was  dVii^  ^'^^^  ^^^^>  ^^  *^^^  ^^®  spoous  to  a  pcrson  named  Sullen, 

vered  every  ^^^  g^yg  ^jj^  directions  to  cngravc  upon  them  the  initials 

under-butler,  '^  J.  J.  A." 
who  Was  aD» 

pointed  by  the        Johu  Howsc  was  Called  Rs  a  witness  for  the  prosecution, 

hili?pia"ed*hi  a  ^^^  ^^^^'  "  ^  ^^  house-stcward  to  the  Junior  United  Ser- 

chest  in  the  yicc  Club.     /  Uve  at  the  house,  and  sleep  in  it.     I  have  the 

pantry.     The 

indictment  de-  charge  of  all  the  plate,  and  am  responsible  for  it.''     He  fur- 

pcrty  as  the**^**"  ^^cr  said,  "  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  rules.     I  neither 

goods  of  the  prepare  them,  nor  act  on  them,  except  in  the  preservation  of 

house-steward,  *      *  '  '  r  r 

and  alleged  it  the  property.     I  have  the  custody  of  the  plate,  and  am 

stolen  in  his  responsible  for  its  safety.     lam  appointed  by  the  committee, 

housed— Held  There  are  minutes  kept  of  my  appointment.''     The  witness 

that  upon  the  ^as  then  askcd  the  following  question  by  the  Court,  viz. 

evidence,  it  was  .     , 

wrong  in  both  "  Plate  had  been  missing  before,  were  you  on  those  occa- 

mucras  h^""  sions  Called  upon  to  make  it  good?"     In  reply,  he  said, 

sleeping  in  the  «  J  ^^^  liable  to  do  SO,  and  have  done  so.     I  was  called  on 

nouse  was  only  ' 

as  a  servant  of  to  make  good  somc  misslug  plate,  and  I  acquiesced  in  it, 

the  club ;  and 

bis  alleged  re-  &nd  made  it  good.     The  last  time  was  on  a  robbery  of  the 

sponsibility  was 

not  coupled  with  any  custody  of  the  property,  either  by  himself  or  by  his  own  serranta. 
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plate  in  May  last;  and  here  is  the  receipt.  I  think  I  made  1843. 
it  good  in  June.  It  was  long  before  any  charge  against 
the  prisoner;  he  was  then  a  member  of  the  club.  I  paid 
11/.  149.  In  consequence  of  this  being  thought  to  be  a 
robbery^  I  was  allowed  to  make  a  levy  generally  upon  the 
UJYBntB.  Every  servant  paid  a  portion;  mine  was  an  equal 
•hare  with  the  rest.  All  the  servants  in  the  establishment 
ocmtributed.  The  committee  looked  to  me  to  pay  it,  but 
authorized  me  to  make  all  pay  a  part^  thinking  it  was  a 
robbery  by  a  servant,  to  make  us  all  careful.     After  the 

tmrneu  of  the  club  is  over,  the  plate  is  delivered  into  the 

care  qfihe  under-butler  overnight.  It  is  not  put  into  a  chest 
m  his  roam,  but  in  a  regular  strong  closet  in  the  pantry.  The 
taukr-butler  is  appointed  by  the  club.  There  is  no  instance 
of  plate  being  missed,  not  supposed  to  be  taken  by  the  ser- 
vants^ which  I  have  made  good.  The  plate  is  generally 
looked  over  every  night,  and  generally  three  times  a  day; 

lliat  which  is  in  use.    It  is  checked  by  a  plate-book  by  the 

two  nnder-butlers.     I  do  not  check  it.^' 
It  appeared  that  the  house-steward  gave  a  b3nd  to  the 

dub,  but  it  was  not  produced  in  evidence,  nor  were  the 

terms  of  his  appointment  by  the  committee  proved. 

Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  the  evidence 
did  not  support  the  indictment. 

Law, Recorder,  (after  consulting  Mr.  Commissioner  Bul- 
wck),  said — ^We  think  that  it  is  certainly  not  the  dwelling- 
Wie  of  the  steward.  He  holds  possession  not  to  exclude, 
but  to  admit  the  members;  merely  as  a  servant  of  the  club. 
The  only  remaining  question  will  be,  whether  this  was 
•tolen  to  charge  the  bailee. 

Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner. — ^The  principle  is  very 
Wd.  Supposing  it  to  have  been  taken  by  a  stranger, 
tkere  would  be  no  case.  There  was  no  possession  by  Mr. 
Howse  at  all.    The  custody  is  that  of  the  nnder-butler 
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1843.  rather  than  that  of  the  steward.  If  the  custody  of  the 
plate  was  not  in  the  steward,  then  the  whole  case  fails. 
Then  comes  the  next  point.  Supposing  this  case,  that  the 
plate  was  delivered  to  the  steward,  his  possession  is  the 
possession  of  the  club  as  their  servant.  The  distinction 
between  a  servant  and  a  bailee  is,  that  the  bailee  has  a  right 
independent  of  me,  but  not  so  my  servant.  The  servant 
holds  under  the  direction  and  for  the  use  of  the  master. 
Lord  Hale  put  this  very  case.  He  says,  "  If  a  servant  who 
?uis  merely  the  care  and  oversight  of  the  goods  of  his  master, 
as,  the  butler  of  plate,  the  shepherd  of  sheep,  and  the  like, 
embezzle  them,  this  is  larceny .''  Therefore,  if  it  had  been 
taken  by  a  stranger,  the  indictment  would  be  bad,  as  it 
lays  the  property  in  the  servant,  and  not  in  the  master. 

Clarksan, — I  admit  that  the  possession  is  not  in  the 
house-steward,  but  that  does  not  make  it  wrong  to  lay  the 
property  in  him,  as  he  is  answerable  for  it;  and  that  makes 
him  a  bailee. 

The  Recorder. — Surely  that  must  be  coupled  with  a 
possession? 

Clarkson, — He  has  a  constructive  possession.  He  is  a 
servant  of  the  house,  having  the  charge  of  the  plate. 

The  Recorder. — But  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  under- 
butler,  who  is  not  subordinate  to  him,  but  is  independently 
appointed  by  the  club. 

Clarkson. — ^The  possession  of  the  under-butler  is  the 
possession  of  the  butler,  and  the  possession  of  the  butler  is 
the  possession  of  the  house-steward. 

The  Recorder. — ^We  think  not.  There  is  no  evidence 
of  his  appointment  or  the  terms  of  the  bond  he  gives.  If 
you  could  have  given  evidence  of  a  responsibility,  coupled 
with  a  custody,  and  delivery  over  to  another,  it  might 
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have  been  sufficient.    What  might  have  been  the  effect  of        1843. 
further  evidence  we  cannot  say.     But  taking  the  whole 
together,  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  property  is  not 
rightly  laid  in  Howse,  the  house-steward. 

Clarkson. — He  swears  that  he  is  responsible.  I  need 
not  prove  his  appointment  or  bond. 

The  Recorder. — You  are  using  the  servant's  right  as 
against  the  master's,  and  you  must  shew  by  his  appoint- 
ment or  bond  what  his  rights  were  as  against  those  of  his 
master. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty  (a). 
Clarkson  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution. 
Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner. 

I^Attornies — W,  C.  Humphreys^  and  Birch,'] 


(a)  The  prisoner  was  convicted  other  indictments  against  him,  was 

on  a  charge  of  stealing  plate  from  sentenced  tohetransportedfor  seven 

a   club,   of  which  he  was   not  a  years. 
member,  and,  there  being  several 


Regina  v.  John  Fitzgerald  and  Others.  ^^p^  7<A. 

X  HE  prisoners  were  indicted  for  highway  robbery,  ac*  Sembie,  that  a 

.    ,  ,         .   -  trial  for  felony 

companied  by  violence.  may  be  post- 

After  the  jury  had  been  charged  with  the  indictment,  ^^^^  J^  ^jf ' 

prisoner  on  suf- 
ficient cause  shewn  by  affidavit,  af^er  the  jury  have  been  chared  with  the  indictment,  and  before 
any  evidence  has  been  given  in  the  case. 
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but  before  any  evidence  had  been  given,  the  prisoner  fits- 
gerald  applied  to  have  his  trial  postponed. 

Cresswell,  J.,  at  first  doubted  whether  it  coold  be  le- 
gally done,  but,  after  consulting  Mr.  Justice  Foster's  work 
on  the  crown  law  (a),  His  Lobdship  said,  that  the  better 
opinion  seemed  to  be  that  it  might  be  done. 


(a)  Sir  John  Wedderburn's  case, 
Foat  Cr.  L.  (Oxon.  Ed.  1762), 
p.  22.  The  report  is  very  long, 
but  the  nature  of  the  question 
which  arose,  and  the  decision  upon 
it,  may  be  sufficiently  gathered 
from  the  following  passages  in  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Foster 
himself,  who  was  one  of  the  Judges 
before  whom  the  question  was  ar- 
gued. He  says  first,  '*  This  case 
hath  been  very  well  argued  at  the 
bar ;  but  the  counsel  on  both  sides 
went  into  the  general  question, 
touching  the  power  of  the  Court  to 
discharge  juries,  sworn  and  charged 
in  capital  cases,  further  than  I  think 
was  necessary."  After  making  se- 
veral observations,  and  referring  to 
several  cases  on  the  general  question, 
which  he  pronounces  to  be  **  a  point 
of  great  difficulty  and  of  mighty  im- 
portance,'* and  one  of  those  ques- 
tions which  are  not  capable  of  being 
determined  by  any  general  rule, 
he  says,  "  And  now  I  will  state 
what  I  take  to  be  the  present  ques- 
tion, and  that  is,  whether,  in  a 
capital  case,  where  the  prisoner  may 
make  his  full  defence  by  counsel, 
the  Court  may  not  discharge  the 
jury  upon  the  motion  of  the  prison- 
er's counsel,  and  at  his  own  request, 
and  with  the  consent  of  the  Attor- 
ney-General, before  evidence  given, 
in  order  to  let  the  prisoner  into  a 
defence  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  he  could  not  otherwise  have 
been  let  into  ;  and  I  am  clearly  of 


opinion,  that  a  jury  may,  in  such  a 
case,  be  discharged ;  and  that  the 
dischaiging  the  jury,  under  these 
circumstances,  will  not  operate  lo 
as  to  discharge  the  prisoner  from 
any  future  trial  for  the  same  of- 
fence. It  seems  that  an  opinion 
did  once  prevail,  that  a  jur}',  once 
sworn  and  chai^d,  in  any  criminal 
case  whatsoever,  could  not  be  dis- 
charged without  giving  a  verdict; 
but  this  opinion  is  exploded  in 
Ferrars'  case,  and  it  is  there  called 
a  common  tradition,  which  had 
been  held  by  many  learned  in  the 
law." 

The  facts  upon  which  the  ques- 
tion arose  seem  to  have  been  these : 
the  charge  was  one  of  high  treason 
against  Sir  John  Wedderbum  and 
several  other  persons,  among  whom 
wereAlexander  Rinloch  andCharles 
Kinloch.  These  two  prisoners  plead- 
ed, at  first,  not  guilty,  and  their 
trial  came  on  on  the  28th  of  Oct., 
1746.  They  were  then  advised  to 
plead  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court ;  but,  having  pleaded  to  issue, 
and  the  jury  being  sworn  to  try 
the  issue,  it  was  said  that  they 
were  too  late.  The  Court,  at  the 
request  of  the  prisoners,  allowed 
them  to  withdraw  their  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  the  jury  were  discharg- 
ed. They  were  tried  on  the  29th 
of  October,  and  convicted,  and, 
afterwards,  on  being  brought  up 
for  judgment,  alleged  that,  as  a 
jury  had  been  sworn  and  chai]^ 
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The  prisoner  produced  an  affidavit^  which  was  considered 
not  sufficient  to  support  his  application. 

Clarkson,  for  the  prosecution^  expressed  his  willingness 
to  consent,  if  his  consent  were  necessary,  to  the  postpone- 
ment^ on  the  production  of  a  sufficient  affidavit. 

Such  an  affidavit  was  not,  however,  produced,  and  the 
trial  went  on,  and  the  prisoners  were  found 

Guilty. 

Cbrfaon,  for  the  prosecution. 


1843. 


Rkgina 

V. 
FiTZOSRALD. 


witii  tbem  on  the  28thy  their  trial, 

flo  the  29th,  was  a  mis-trialt  and 

the  Terdict   a  nullity,    llie  case 

was  argued  before  ten  Judges,  viz., 

tvo  Chief  Justices,  the  Chief  Baron, 

Mr.  Justice  Wright,   Mr.  Baron 

Reynolds,  Mr.  Justice  Ahney,  Mr. 

Justice  Denison,  Mr.  Baron  Clarke, 

Mr.  Justice  Foster,  and  Mr.  Baron 

CUve.    All  of  them,  except  one, 

vere  of  opinion  that  the  trial  was 

not  a  mis-trial,  and  judgment  was 

given  against  the  prisoners  as  in 

of  high  treason. 


In  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  WardU^ 
(Carr.  and  Marsh,  647),  where  the 
prisoner  was  tried  for  robbery,  after 
one  witness  had  been  examined,  it 
was  discovered  that  there  was  a 
relation  of  the  prisoner*s  on  the 
jury.  The  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion wished  the  jury  to  be  dis- 
charged ;  but  Erskine,  J.  after 
consulting  with  Tinoal,  C.  J.,  said 
that  he  had  no  power  to  discharge 
the  jury,  but  the  case  must  pro- 
ceed. 


MAY  SESSION,  1843. 


BEFORE    BARON    GURNEY    AND    MR.    JUSTICE    COLTMAN. 


ReGINA  V,  AZZOPARDI. 


May  12M. 


MURDEE. — ^The  prisoner  was  tried  under  a  special  com-  a  British  sub- 
mission  foanded  on  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  7,  which  m^[,^  murder 
tothorizes  the  trial  of  any  of  her  Majesty's  subjects  who  *"  »  foreign 

•^  J       .^  II  country  upon 

ihall  be  charged  in  England  with  any  murder  or  man-  aper»onwho 
ilanghter  committed  on  land  out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  tish  subject,  is 

triable  in  Eng- 
land under  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  81 ,  s.  7. 
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1843.        "  whether  within  the  king's  dominions  or  without/'    The 

\  ^     ^      indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner,  being  a  subject  of 

9.  her  Majesty^  had  murdered  Rosa  Sluyk,  at  Smyrna.    In 

some  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment^  the  deceased  was 

stated  to  have  been  '^  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  lady 

the  Queen  /'  and  in  others^  that  allegation  was  omitted. 

It  appeared  that  the  murder  was  committed  at  Smyrna, 
and  that  the  prisoner  was  a  native  of  Malta,  of  the  age  of 
about  twenty-one,  and  was  residing  at  Smyrna  under  a 
passport  from  the  governor  of  Malta.  The  person  mur- 
dered was  a  Dutch  woman,  and  proof  was  given  that  Malta 
is  part  of  her  Majesty's  dominions. 

Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  it  was  neoes* 
sary  that  the  person  alleged  to  have  been  murdered  should 
have  been  a  British  subject,  and  should  be  described  as  such 
in  the  indictment. 

GuBNBY,  B.,  (having  conferred  with  Coltman,  J.),  re- 
served the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the  fifteen  Judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

jF.  Pollock,  A.  G.,  Adolphtis,  and  R.  Gumey,  for  the 
crown. 

Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — SoUcitorsfor  the  Treasury^  and  Pelham,'] 


JuneOrd.      Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Lord  Abin- 

GER,  C.  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Gurnet,  B.,  Williams,  J., 
Coleridge,  J.,  Coltman,  J.,  Maule,  J.,  Rolfe,  B., 
and  Cresswell,  J. 

Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner.— The  killing  of  a  person  not 
a  British  subject,  at  a  place  out  of  the  kingdom,  was  not 
murder  by  the  common  law.    To  constitute  the  crime  of 


V. 
AZZOPARDI. 
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murder  at  common  law,  it  was  necessary  that  both  parties         1843. 
should  be  British  subjects,  or,  if  the  subjects  of  another        reoina 
country,  they  must  be  brought,  by  some  circumstances, 
under  British  protection,  and  that  is  not  so  in  the  present 
case.     liord  Coke  (a)  defines  murder  to  be  "  when  a  man 
of  sound  memory  and  of  the  age  of  discretion,  unlawfully 
kiUeth^   within  any  county  of  the  realm  any  reasonable 
creature  in  rerum  natura,  under  the  hinges  peace,  with 
naliee  aforethought/'    By  Mr.  Serjt.  Hawkins  (i),  murder 
is  defined  to  be  "  the  wilful  killing  of  any  subject  whatso- 
ever through  malice  aforethought,  whether  the  person  be 
an  Englishman  or  foreigner.^'     Taking  these  definitions 
together^  it  is  clear  that  at  common  law  the  person  killed 
most  be  a  subject,  or,  as  Lord  Coke  expresses  it,  "  under 
the  king's  peace  ;'^  and  this  view  of  the  case  is  strongly 
corroborated  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
Hear  y.  Sawyer  (c),  and  that  case  having  been  decided  after 
the  Stat.  33  Hen.  8,  c  23,  shews  that  no  alteration  of  the 
common  law  was  made  by  that  statute  as  to  the  party  killed ; 
and  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Helsham  {d),  Mr.  Justice  Bat/ley 
directed  an  allegation  that  the  deceased  was  a  British  sub- 
ject to  be  inserted  in  the  indictment.     I  believe  that  no 
precedent  is  to  be  found  of  the  conviction  of  a  person  for 
murder  committed  at  a  place  abroad,  of  one  who  was  not  a 
British  subject  -,   and  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Depardo  [e), 
which  was  the  case  of  a  Spaniard  who  was  taken  prisoner 
*t  sea,  and  while  abroad  entered  on  board  an  Indiaman, 
Md  murdered  an  Englishman  in  the  Canton  river,  eighty 
miles  from  the  sea,  no  judgment  was  given,  but  the  pri- 
wner  was  discharged. 

Waddingtan,  for  the  Crown. — The  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31, 
>•  7,  is  to  be  taken  as  being  in  pari  materia  with  the  stat. 

(a)  3  Inst.  47.  (c)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  294. 

W  1  Car.  Hawk,  bk.  1,  ch.  31,  {d)  4  C.  U  P.  394. 

••3.  (c)  1  Taunt  26. 
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mMj  in  nvT  trxjjmi  ▼(Mt.  aJxer 
autiKmipi  tue  juut«uuub  of  rht  lee 
f«v»'iOff;  igr  tLt  klimtg  oT  &  pfzaon 

Vsuddd  i^jr  OB  tie  pan  <d  tiie  GrofTB 
^Muu^m  hnw,  h  not  proridEid  Sor 
P«rii«u«ixt^  tL«  ofuxMBf  of  able  indues 
tJit«re  k  i*o  jimttide&t  in  its  bjoar; 


cxjvaBhr  ^jw* 


r/v  By  whi^j^i  it  ii  cskcbed, 
*'  T)i«i  ff'.«ti  4uyi  «furr  iLt  pmnng 
«f  tills  mH,  iJl  Miurdimi  acid  nuiD' 
•Uui|^t4rni  owiiKiitted,  or  timt  dtiall 
br  *:t/§uutlU^4  on  U/id,  Hi  tlie  Hod 
meUUnsuntif  in  iIm;  B*/  of  Hooilttna, 
by  ftfiy  prnM/fi  or  penKmi  retidiog 
or  Urini^  wit>iin  t}i<;  Miid  settlement, 
ftiul  nil  rnurdem  itud  inansUun^bteri 
c^/mtuitted,  or  tlmt  shall  be  com- 
mitted ill  the  sdd  islnnds  of  New 
Zealiud  Mid  Otnlieite,  or  within 
fttiy  Either  islands,  countries,  or 
places  not  within  his  Majesty's 
dominions,  nor  subject  to  any  Eu- 
ro|M*an  state  or  power,  nor  within 
the  territory  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  by  the  master  or  crew  of 
any  JJritish  ship  or  vessel,  or  any  of 
th(«m,  or  liy  any  person  sailing  in 
or  belonging  theretOi  or  that  shall 
have  sailtfd  in  or  belonged  to  and 


have  ^u'lUffd  joit 
reanl  to 
iaiandt. 


JOTT    of 


firing,  ahaS 
judged  and  pmrnhrd  is  aiir  of  Ui 
Majesty's  islandaf  pihmannna, 
niet,  dominiom,  fiorts  cr 
under  or  by  rirtoe  of  the  Kiagfi 
commission  or  oommiassoo^  wbkk 
iball  have  been  or  which  fbaS 
hereafter  be  issued  under  and  hf 
virtue  and  in  purraance  of  the 
powers  and  authorities  of  an  act 
passed  in  the  forty-sixth  year  of  his 
present  Majesty,  intituled, '  An  act 
for  the  more  speedy  trial  of  ofiencea 
committed  in  distant  parta  upon 
the  sea,'  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
such  offence  or  offences  had  been 
committed  on  the  high  seas.*' 
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repugnant  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  municipal  law,         1843. 
which  extends  protection  only  when  some  duty  is  exacted.       Rio^na 


V. 

AZZOPA&DI. 


The  prisoner  being  again  brought  up  at  the  Central    June  19M. 
Criminal  Court, 

GuBNST  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  fifteen 
Judges  as  follows : — "  Upon  your  trial  your  learned  counsel 
took  an  objection  to  your  case  being  within  the  act  of  Par- 
liament upon  which  you  were  tried ;  you  a  British  subject 
committing  a  murder  in  a  foreign  country^  upon  a  person 
who  was  not  a  British  subject.     I  reserved  the  point  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Judges^  who  have  considered  it, 
and  they  are  all  of  opinion  that  your  case  does  fall  within 
the  statute,  and,  therefore,  that  the  objection  must  be 
overruled.    You,  a  British  subject,  living  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  British  government,  are  subject  to  the  laws 
of  Great  Britain,  and  you  have  offended  against  those  laws 
in  the  crime  you  have  committed.^' 

Sentence  of  Death  was  passed  on  the 
prisoner. 


h— .  2^ 


CASES  AT  THE 


AUGUST  SESSION,  1843. 

BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  WILLIAMS  AND  MR.  BARON  ROLFE. 


August  2Srd.  Regina  V.  Barnard  Gregort. 

The  5th  sect,  of  X  HERE  were  two  indictments  against  the  defendant ; 
&  1  Geo.  4,  one  for  a  libel  on  the  Duke  of  Brunswick,  and  another  for 
the  truuf  mu.  »  ^^^^^  ^^  ^  attorney,  named  Vallance. 

demeanors, 
does  not  require 

a  formal  notice  BodHu,  who  was  for  the  prosecution  in  the  case  of  the 
the  prM^cutor  Dukc  of  Brunswick,  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to 
to  the  defend.     ^^^  g^j^  ggction  of  the  stat.  60  Geo.  3  &  1  Geo.  4,  c.  4,  in- 

anty  out  IS  in-  '  ' 

tended  to  pre-    titled  ''  An  Act  to  prevent  Delay  in  the  Administration  of 

vent  his  being  ,  11. 

taken  by  sur-  Justicc  in  Cascs  of  Misdemeanor,^^  which  section  provides, 

fo"e!ifitcom"e  ^niong  Other  things,  that  a  party  having  received  notice  of 

to  the  defend-  ^lu  indictment  found  against  him  at  a  previous  session, 

twenty  days  be-  twenty  days  before  the   next   subsequent   session,   shall 

session  that  the  '^  plead  to  such  indictment  thereat,  and  trial  shall  proceed 

beeTfound***^  thcrcon  at  the  same  session,"  unless  a  certiorari  be  obtained, 

against  him  at  T^e  learned  counsel  contended,  that  the  defendant  was 

the  last  session, 

he  is  bound  to  bound  to  take  his  trial  at  the  present  session.  He  ad- 
^^'  mitted  that  he  had  not  been  in  custody  twenty  days  pre- 
vious to  the  commencement  of  the  session,  but  argued  that 
he  had  received  such  notice  as  rendered  it  imperative  on 
him  to  take  his  trial.  Considerably  more  than  twenty 
days  before  the  session,  notice  of  the  bills  having  been 
found  was  given  to  Mr.  Wickens,  who  was  then  the  attor- 
ney of  the  defendant,  and  acted  as  such  in  an  application 
for  a  certiorari  which  the  defendant  made.  The  certiorari 
was  refused  on  the  12th  of  July,  and  the  defendant  soon 
afterwards  made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  stated  that  the 
indictments  were  found  at  the  last  session,  and  that  he  was 
informed  that,  by  the  next  session,  more  than  twenty  days 
would  have  elapsed,  and  that  he  should  then  be  compelled 
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to  take  his  trial.    The  learned  counsel  submitted^  that  this         1^43, 
was  substantially  receiving  notice  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 


r.  Wilde,  on  the  same  side. — I  would  call  the  attention 
of  your  lordships  to  the  object  and  intention  of  the  act.  It 
IS  not  a  penal,  but  a  remedial  statute.  The  object  is  to  pre- 
vent delay.  It  cannot  be  denied,  after  the  affidavit  made 
by  the  defendant,  that,  from  some  source  or  other,  he  has 
hid  notice,  and  the  notice  need  not  be  in  any  particular 
fomi,  and  need  not  come  from  the  prosecutor  himself. 

Drenderffost,  for  the  defendant. — It  is  a  statute  to  de- 
jmve  the  subject  of  a  privilege,  and  must,  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent^ receive  a  strict  construction.     It  is  one  of  the  six  acts 
passed  with  that  for  the  suspension  of  the  Habeas  Corpus 
Act.     But  the  modern  plan  is  to  consider  the  plain  meau- 
ing  of  the  words,  without  reference  to  the  intention  of  the 
l^islatore.     The  words  received  notice  must  mean  more 
than  merely  had  notice.    The  statute  means  not  a  general 
knowledge,  but  a  particular  formal  notice  to  be  given  by 
&e  prosecutor,  and  similar  and  in  allusion  to  the  practice 
before,  of  the  defendant  giving  notice  to  the  prosecutor.    It 
mast  be  such  a  notice  as  to  bind  the  prosecutor  to  appear 
ind  try  upon  it,  and  entitle  the  defendant  to  an  acquittal 
if  the  prosecutor  do  not  appear. 

Williams,  J.  {Rolfe,  B.,  being  present). — It  does  not 
Kem  to  me  that  there  is  any  doubt  upon  the  construction 
of  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  question  is,  whether,  under 
the  words  of  the  statute,  notice  is  to  be  considered  as  know- 
ledge, or  as  a  distinct  formal  notice,  on  the  part  of  the  pro- 
leeator^  to  be  given  to  the  defendant.  There  does  not  ap- 
petr  to  be  any  reference  in  the  act  of  Parliament  to  any 
ptrticnlar  form  of  notice ;  but  it  seems  to  be  intended  to 
prevent  the  party  from  being  taken  by  surprise.  It  seems 
to  me,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  must  be  prepared  to 
tike  his  trial  at  this  session. 

VOL.  I.  p  N.  p. 
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1843. 


Bodkin  and  H,  Wilde,  for  the  prosecution  by  the  Duke  of 
Brunswick. 

fVUkitis,  for  the  prosecution  by  Mr.  Yallance. 
Prendergast  and  Clarkson,  for  the  defendant. 


BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  WILLIAMS  AND  MR.  BARON  ROLPt. 


Jwf,  2Stk, 

Where  two  per- 
sons go  out  to 
6ght  •  delibe- 
rate duel,  And 
de«th  eniuei, 
mil  persons  who 
•re  present,  en- 
couraging  And 
promoting  th«t 
death,  will  be 
guilty  of  mur- 
der.    And  the 
person  who 
acted  as  the 
second  of  the 
deceased  per- 
son in  such  a 
duel  may  be 
convicted  of 
murder,  on  an 
indictment 
charging  him 
with  being  pre- 
sent, aiding  and 
abetting  the 
person  by  whose 
act  the  death 
of  his  principal 
was  occasioned. 


ReGINA  V,  CUDDT. 

X  HE  indictment  charged  a  person^  named  Munro,  witk 
the  wilful  murder  of  David  Lynar  Fawcett ;  and  the  pri- 
soner^ and  two  others^  named  Gulliver  and  Grant,  were 
charged  with  being  present,  aiding  and  abetting  Munro 
in  the  act. 

The  death  of  the  deceased,  Colonel  Fawcett,  was  shewn 
to  have  occurred  on  the  Ist  of  July,  in  a  duel,  at  Camden 
Town,  in  which  Lieutenant  Munro  was  one  of  the  princi- 
pals, and  the  prisoner  was  said  to  have  acted  as  the  second 
of  the  deceased. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  prisoner's  identity  was  not  very 
direct  and  positive. 

Williams,  J.,  {Roffe,  B.,  being  present),  in  summing  up, 
said — The  question  is,  whether  the  prisoner  was  at  the 
spot  at  the  time,  and  whether  he  took  such  a  part  as 
amounts,  in  the  language  of  this  indictment,  to  an  aiding 
and  abetting  of  the  principal  offender.  I  am  bound  to  tell 
you,  as  a  matter  about  which  my  learned  brother  and  my- 
self have  no  doubt,  (nor,  I  believe,  has  any  other  Judge 
any  doubt  about  it),  that,  where  two  persons  go  out  to 
fight  a  deliberate  duel,  and  death  ensues,  all  persons  who 
are  present  on  the  occasion,  encouraging  or  promoting  that 


found  the  prisoner 


I 


Not  guilty. 


Sir  F.  Pollock,  A.-G.,  JVaddington,  and  Montagu  Cham- 
hen,  for  the  prosecution. 

Shee,  Seijt.^  and  Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Maule  4*  Reynolds^  and  Wontner.'] 

See  the  case  oiR.  v.  Perkins,  4  C.  &  P.  537,  R.  v.  Murphy,  6  C.  fir.  P. 
103,  and  ft.  v.  Young,  8  C.  &  P.  64>. 


P^ 
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death,  will  be  guilty  of  abetting  the  principal  offender.     I         1843. 

give  them  no  particular  name,  but  say,  that  all  persons  who 

are  present,  aiding,  assisting,  and  abetting  that  deliberate 

duel,  are  within  the  terms  of  such  an  indictment  as  this. 

With  respect  to  the  facts,  there  is  very  little  doubt,  if  any, 

that  Colonel  Fawcett  was  killed  in  a  duel  on  the  day 

mentioned  in  the  indictment ;  and  if  the  parties  went  out 

oooUy  and  deliberately  to  fight  the  duel,  then  the  killing 

by  Lieutenant  Munro  will  amount  to  murder;   and  then 

the  question  will  arise,  whether  the  prisoner  at  the  bar  was 

present  at  that  time,  aiding,  assisting,  and  abetting  the 

combatants  on  that  occasion.     Iiord  Hale,  though  an  ex- 

eeedingly  sound  lawyer,  considered  that,  as  far  as  related  to 

the  second  of  the  party  killed,  the  rule  of  law  had  been  too 

fiur  strained;   and  seems  to  have  doubted  whether  such 

second  should  be  deemed  a  principal  in  the  second  degree. 

Bat,  if  this  doubt  were  correct,  it  might  be  suggested,  on 

the  same  principle,  that  Colonel  Fawcett  was  guilty  of 

suicide.     Such  a  course  is  straining  the  principles  of  law 

till  they  become  revolting  to  common  sense.     After  stating 

the  evidence,  his  lordship  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who 
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Augiui  25th,  ReOINA  V.  HAMILTON. 

The  words  1  HE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  feloniously  sending  to  one 

•*  without  any       ^xt  ^-i  -i  -i*  a  «  •» 

reaioDAble  And  J*  H.  a  Certain  letter,  demanding  money  from  ner,  wita 

aiuic,"*in  the  Bttcnaces,  against  the  statute,  &c.  (a). 
J*'*  la  ®  ?***'      The  letter  sent  by  the  prisoner  to  the  prosecutrix  im 

concerning  signed  with  the  name  of  Bell,  saying,  amongst  other  things, 

ening  letters,  that  shc  must  kuow  that  he  had  been  at  great  expense  in 

ti^'moncy  de-  ^^tchiug  her  movements,  adding, "  Will  you  pay  me  for  tke 

roanded,  and  expensc  and  trouble  I  have  been  at,  and  keep  all  a  secret:  or 

not  to  the  accu-       /^  . 

sation  threaten-  will  you  rcfusc  to  pay  me  and  have  all  your  friends  knov 

your  mishaps  ? ''  After  alluding,  in  threatening  and  mys- 
terious language,  to  some  facts  injurious  to  her  reputation, 
of  which  he  stated  himself  to  be  in  possession,  he  told  her 
that  if  she  did  not  write  by  twelve  o'clock  on  a  certain  di^, 
he  would  explain  all  to  her  father  and  brothers,  and  all  her 
friends ;  he  further  wrote,  ^'  Besides,  the  Editor  of  the  Sa- 
tirist Newspaper  would  gladly  purchase  a  secret  so  well 
authenticated  as  mine/' 

The  prisoner,  afterwards,  sent  a  letter  to  the  father  of 
the  young  lady,  in  the  name  of  Hamilton,  which  letter  be- 
gan thus  : — "  Sir, — I  beg  to  inform  you  that  I  have  received 
instructions  from  Mr.   Robert  Bell,  of  George-street,  to 

subpoena  a  daughter  of  yours,  Miss  J H ,  as  a 

witness  against  a  brothel  in  this  street,  which  Mr.  Bell, 
and  others,  have  authorized  me  to  indict  at  the  ensuing 
session,  and  which  brothel  your  daughter  has  frequently 
visited  during  the  last  two  months,  in  company  with  an  of- 


(a)  7  and  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8^  security ;   or    if  any  person  shall 

'wliich  enacts  that  if  any   person  accuse,  or  threaten  to  accuse,  or 

shall  knowingly  send  or  deliver  any  shall  knowingly  send  or  deliver  any 

letter  or  writing,  demanding  of  any  letter   or  writing,   accusing,  &c^ 

person,  with  menaces,  and  without  such  offender  shall    be   guilty  of 

any  reasonable  or  probable  causc^  felony, 
any  chattel,  money,   or  valuable 
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ficer  who  will  also  have  to  appear  as  a  witness  for  the  pro- 
secution/' 

The  young  lady  was  not  produced  as  a  witness  at  the 
trial,  and  it  was  proved  that  she  was  unable  to  attend  from 
illness.  On  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  it  was  suggested^ 
that,  as  the  fact  of  her  having  gone  to  the  brothel  men- 
tioned in  the  letter  was  not  negatived^  it  could  not  be 
conduded  that  the  prisoner  had  not  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  for  the  accusation  he  threatened  to  make^  so 
as  to  bring  him  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament. 

UoLTE,  B.,  {Williams,  J.,  being  present),  on  summing  up, 
tdd  the  jury,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  words  ^'  reasonable 
and  probable  cause,''  as  used  in  the  act  of  Parliament, 
clearly  applied  to  the  money  demanded,  and  not  to  the  ac- 
cusation constituting  the  threat ;  and  that  if  the  lady  had, 
in  fact,  gone  to  the  brothel,  it  would  not  have  made  any 

difference  in  the  case. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Qarkson  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution. 
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BaUaniine,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Humphreys  4'  Co.,  and 


1843. 


Rbgina 

V, 

Hamilton. 


'.] 


SEPTEMBER  SESSION,  1843. 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


Beoina  V.  Amelia  Taylor.  ^w  23rd. 

XHE  prisoner  was  indicted  for  forging  and  also  for  utter-  A  post-dated 
ing,  on  the  28th  of  August,  a  forged  order  for  the  pay-  orde"for  the 
meat  of  the  sum  of  21.  lOs.,  with  intent  to  defraud  Richard  pay«»entpf 

'  money  within 

Arancis  Adams.  the  meaning 

of  the  statute 
n  Geo.  4  &  1  Will,  i,  c.  66,  relating  to  the  forging  and  uttering  of  orders  "  for  the  payment  of 
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The  instrument  was  a  banker's  cheque^  purporting  to  be 
drawn  by  W.  Watkins^  upon  the  house  of  Dimsdale  &  Co. 
It  bore  date  the  29th  of  August^  and  was  given  to  the  pro- 
secutor by  the  prisoner  on  the  28th  of  August. 

Ballaniine,  for  the  prisoner^  objected  that  it  was  not  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  money,  as  it  was  post-dated  (a). 
He  submitted^  that^  in  order  to  conyict  the  prisoner,  it 
should  purport  to  be  an  order  for  the  present  payment  of 
money,  and  one  which  the  party  would  be  bound  to  ob^ 
on  its  presentation. 

Caesswell,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
and  that,  to  make  it  such,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
party  should  be  bound  to  obey  it  at  once  if  genuine.  It 
might  be  that  there  were  no  effects,  and  then  the  party 
would  not  be  bound  to  pay  a  cheque  at  once,  and  yet  it 
would  be  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  (A). 

Chamock,  for  the  prosecution. 
Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner. 


(a)  By  the  provisionB  of  the 
Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184, 
"  Every  person  who  shall  make  and 
issue,  or  cause  to  he  made,  &c., 
any  hill,  drafty  or  order,  payahle 
to  hearer  on  demand,  on  any  banker y 
or  person  acting  as  such,  which 
shall  he  dated  on  any  day  ttibst' 
quent  to  that  on  which  usued,"  &c., 
unless  duly  stamped,  as  a  hill  of 
exchange,  shall  forfeit  £100  ;  and 
every  person  knowingly  receiving 
such  in  payment,  &c.,  shall  forfeit 
£20,   and  any  hanker  who   shall 


pay  such,  knowing  it  to  be  post- 
dated, shall  forfeit  £100,  and  not 
he  allowed  the  money  so  paid  in 
account. 

(6)  A  man  may  he  indicted  for 
forging  an  instrument,  which,  if 
genuine,  could  not  he  made  avail- 
able, by  reason  of  some  circum- 
stances not  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  instrumenty  but  to  be  made 
out  by  extrinsic  evidence.  IL  v. 
Mcintosh,  2  Leach,  883;  2  £ast» 
P.  C.  942. 
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OCTOBER  SESSION,  1843. 


BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  MAULE  AND  MR.  JUSTICE  WIOHTMAN. 


T 


Reoina  r.  Pedro  de  Zulueta  the  Younger. 


Oct.  27th. 


HE  first  count  of  the  indictment  stated  in  substance,  A  merchant  of 
fhat  the  prisoner  and  two  other  persons,  one  named  Jen-  dieted  for 


an 


lungs  and  the  other  Bernardos  {a),  on  the  1st  of  November,  JJff.^JJ  ^^;;;* 
in  Qie  fourth  year  of  her  Majesty's  reign,  to  wit,  at  London,   i>f  ment  pro- 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  trading.    Hit 
did  illegally  and  feloniously  fit  out,  man,  navigate,  equip  J^^hrCoim  to 
despatch,  use,  and  employ  a  certain  ship  or  vessel,  to  wit,  ***°^  ^^ V'h 
a  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Augusta,  in  order  to  accom-  him,  not  on  the 
pHsh  a  certain  object,  which  in  and  by  a  certain  act  of  position  in 


80- 


Parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  ^J^^J^' he  wwa 
of  his  late  Majesty  king  George  the  Fourth,  entitled,  "An  foreigner,  and 

,  several  of  the 

act  to  amend  and  consolidate  the  Laws  relating  to  the  abo-  documents  in 
lition  of  the  Slave  Trade,^^  was  and  is  declared  unlawful,  \^^  fo'reign'* 
that  is  to  say,  "  to  deal  and  trade  in  slaves"  contrary  to  |?!If *J|l|*\Je^ 

the  form  of  the  statute,  &C.  (6).  fore,  be  conve- 

nient for  his 
coanscl  to  have  him  by  his  side,  that  he  might  consult  him  during  the  trial:— ^e/J,  that  the 
application  was  one  which  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

Hie  provisions  of  the  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  are  not  confined  to  acts  done  by  British  subjects 
n  fortherance  of  the  »Iave  trade  in  England  or  the  British  colonies,  but  apply  to  acts  done  by 
British  subjects  in  furtherance  of  that  trade  in  places  not  part  of  the  British  dominions. 

In  order  to  convict  a  party  who  is  charged  with  having  employed  and  loaded  a  vessel  for  the 
pirpose  of  slave-trading,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  vessel  which  carried  out  the  goods 
«S8  intended  to  be  used  for  bringing  back  slaves  in  return;  but  it  will  be  sufficient  if  there  was 
•  ilave  adventure,  and  the  vessel  was  in  any  way  engaged  in  the  advancement  of  that  adventure. 

Where  a  party  living  in  London  was  charged  with  having  chartered  a  vessel  and  loaded  goods 
M  board  for  the  purposes  of  slave- trading,  it  was  Heldy  that  slave-trading  papers  found  on  board 
tke  vessel  when  she  was  seized  in  foreign  parts,  but  not  traced  in  any  way  to  the  knowledge 
cf  loch  party,  were  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  him. 


(a)  Neitlier  of  theae  persons  was 
b  custody. 

(6)  The  statute  referred  to  is  the 
5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  and  the  section 
on  which  the  indictment  was  framed 
it  the  10th,  hy  which  persons  deal- 
ing in  slaves,  or  exporting  or  im- 
portbg  slaves,  or  shipping  slaves  in 
o^r  to  exportation  or  importation, 
«r  fitting  out  ilave  ships,  or  em- 


barking capital  in  the  slave  trade, 
or  guaranteeing  slave  adventures, 
or  shipping  goods,  &c.,  to  he  em- 
ployed in  the  slave  trade,  &c.,  are 
declared  to  be  felons,  and  liable  to 
be  transported  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  fourteen  years,  or  con- 
fined, and  kept  to  hard  labour  for 
a  term  not  exceeding  five  nor  less 
than  three  years. 


V, 
ZULUBTA. 
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1843.  The  second  count  was  similar  to  the  firsts  except  that  it 

Rbgina       stated  the  unlawful  object  to  be  *' to  purchase  slaves" 

The  third  count  stated  the  object  to  be  "to  deal  and 
trade  in  persons  intended  to  be  dealt  with  as  slaves" 

The  fourth  count  expressed  it  thus :  "  to  purchase  per" 
sons  intended  to  be  dealt  taith  as  slaves" 

The  fifth  count  stated^  that  the  prisoners  did  illegally 
and  feloniously,  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  ship  on  board  a  certain  ship  or 
vessel  called  the  Augusta^  divers  goods  and  effects^  to  wit^ 
29  hogsheads  of  tobacco,  6  cases  of  arms,  1  case  of  looking- 
glasses,  10  casks  of  copper  ware,  184  bales  of  merchan- 
dize, 1600  iron  pots,  and  2370  kegs  of  gunpowder,  to  be 
employed  in  accomplishing  a  certain  object,  &c.,  as  in  the 
first  count. 

The  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth  counts  stated  the  means 
employed  as  in  the  fifth,  and  the  unlawful  object  as  in  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  counts. 

The  accused,  who  was  a  merchant  carrying  on  a  very 
extensive  business,  had  been  admitted  to  bail  by  consent 
of  the  prosecutor,  and  on  his  surrendering  himself  to  take 
his  trial, 

Kelly y  as  the  leading  counsel  for  the  defence,  iapplied 
to  the  Court  that  his  client  might  sit  near  him  during 
the  trial,  instead  of  going  into  the  dock.j  He  stated 
that  he  did  not  make  the  application  on  the  ground 
of  the  station  in  life  of  the  party  accused,  but  fin  order 
that  he,  as  his  counsel,  might  communicate  with  him  per* 
sonally  for  the  purposes  of  his  defence,  and  especially  as 
the  accused  was  a  foreigner^  and  many  of  the  documents 
which  would  be  given  in  evidence  were  in  a  foreign  lan- 
guage. The  case  of  Mr.  Home  Tooke  (c),  who  was  allowed 
to  sit  by  his  counsel,  was  referred  to  in  support  of  the 
application.     The  case  of  R.  v.  Douglas  (^,  in  which  a 


(c)  25  State  Trials,  p.  6.  Regina  v.  St.  George,  9  C.  &  P. 

(d)  Car.  &  Mar.,  193.    See  also      483. 
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nmilar  application  was  refused,  was  also  alluded  to  for  the 
purpose  of  distinguishing  it  from  the  present  case,  the 
application  there  being  founded  solely  on  the  rank  of  the 
accused,  as  an  ofiScer  in  the  British  army. 

Mauls,  J.,  and  Wightman,  J.,  consulted  together,  and 
looked  at  the  report  of  the  trial  of  Mr.  Home  Tooke,  and 
after  some  consideration, 
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Mauls,  J.,  said — The  Court  has  inspected  the  case  in 
the  state  trials  of  Mr.  Home  Tooke,  and  it  stands  thus : — 
Mr.  Home  Tooke  claimed  it  as  a  right.  He  said — "  My 
Jovd,  I  desire,  as  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  my  defence, 
that  I  may  quit  the  situation  in  which  I  at  present  stand, 
and  be  placed  near  to  those  counsel  which  the  Court  have 
assigned  to  me  for  my  assistance  in  my  defence.''  Then 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  said,  '^That  is  an  indulgence 
which  I  have  hardly  ever  known  {e)  given  to  any  person  in 
your  situation.''    Mr.  Tooke  replied,  "  I  am  perfectly  aware 


(e)  In  the  case  of  Mr.  Higgins, 
the  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  who  was 
tried  for  marder  at  the  Old  Bailey, 
«  the  2lBt  of  May,  1729,  before 
Mr.  Justice  Page  and  Mr.  Baron 
Cuter,  when  the  oath  was  being 
idnunistered  to  the  jury,  the  pri- 
mer laid,  "  My  lord,  the  distance 
ii  too  great  to  be  heard ;  I  desire 
I  may  come  to  the  inner  bar ;  for, 
Ky  lord,  when  any  inconvenience 
kppene,  it  is  the  constant  rule  to 
idoiit  the  prisoner  to  come  there  : 
it  Vfti  done  in  the  case  of  Sanders 
ttd  Clifton."  Mr.  Justice  Page 
icpGed,  "  Whenever  the  Court  con- 
Mvci  an  inconvenience,  it  has  been 
lOowed;  but  I  cannot  allow  it  till 
Aen."  The  prisoner  was  not,  at 
thit  time,  allowed  to  remove  from 
the  dock;  but,  subsequently,  during 


the  examination  of  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses, the  prisoner  said,  **  My 
lord,  I  desire  to  come  to  the  inner 
bar,  for  I  cannot  hear."  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Page  said,  "  You  shall  have 
all  reasonable  indulgence,  and  if 
you  cannot  hear,  you  must  be  al- 
lowed to  come."  And  the  permis- 
sion was  then  granted,  and  the 
prisoner  was  removed  to  the  in- 
ner bar,  (See  17th  St.  Tri.  pp. 
311  and  315.)  In  the  case  of  Mr. 
Bambridge,  who  was  also  tried  for 
murder  before  the  same  Judges, 
with  the  assistance  of  Mr.  Serjeant 
Raby,  Deputy  Recorder  of  London, 
upon  the  prisoner  saying  that  he 
could  not  hear  the  witness,  and 
desiring  him  to  raise  his  voice,  the 
Court  permitted  the  prisoner  to 
come  to  the  inner  bar.  (lb.  p.  387). 
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1843.  that  it  is  unusual,  but  I  beg  your  lordships  to  observe 
Reoina  that  every  thing  in  the  course  of  these  proceedings  is  like- 
ZuLUKTA.  ^i»«  unusual.  I  beg  your  lordships  to  consider,  that  the 
proceedings  upon  the  last  trial  will  fill,  as  I  am  well  in- 
formed by  the  short-hand  writer,  1600  close  printed  oc- 
tavo pages.  That  trial  lasted  nine  days,  eight  days  trial 
and  one  day  between.  The  nature  of  the  indictment  is 
such,  that  it  has  been  impossible  for  me  to  guess  what 
would  come  before  your  lordships :  it  has  been  equally  im- 
possible for  me  to  instruct  my  counsel ;  they  cannot  know 
the  passages  of  my  life ;  and  from  what  I  have  seen  of  the 
last  trial,  the  whole  passages  of  my  life,  and  those  whidi 
are  not  passages  of  my  life,  but  are  only  imputed  to  m^ 
will  be  brought  before  you :  how  is  it  possible  for  my 
counsel  to  know  those  particular  facts  which  are  known 
only  to  myself?  If  ever  there  was  a  case  where  indulgence 
was  fit  to  be  granted,  it  is  this ;  yet  your  lordships  will  foi^ 
give  me  for  saying,  that  I  claim  it  as  my  right  by  law,  and 
do  not  ask  it  as  an  indulgence.  Undoubtedly,  I  mean  to 
shew  no  disrespect  to  any  one  at  this  time,  when  it  is  my 
interest  to  conciliate ;  but  I  cannot  help  saying  that,  if  I 
were  a  judge,  that  word  indulgence  should  never  issue  from 
my  lips.  My  lord,  you  have  no  indulgence  to  shew,  yon 
are  bound  to  be  just,  and  to  be  just  is  to  do  that  which  is 
ordered;  what  is  not  ordered  I  shall  not  ask,  and  your 
lordship  cannot  grant ;  but  if  you  have  any  doubt  that  it 
is  my  right  by  law  to  be  placed  in  that  situation  which  is 
best  adapted  for  me  to  make  my  defence,  I  shall  desire  to 
encounter  the  learning  of  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor- 
General.'*  After  some  further  observations,  Mr.  Tooke  con- 
tinued : — "  I  came  here  from  a  very  close  custody  of  a  whole 
summer,  and  a  whole  autumn.  I  have  not,  any  more  than 
your  lordship,  many  summers  or  many  autumns  to  spare; 
that  custody  has  been  attended  with  many  degrading  and 
many  humiliating  circumstances, — and  some  inhuman  cir- 
cumstances, at  my  age  and  with  my  infirmities.    It  has,  in 
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■ome  measure,  impaired  the  health  and  the  strength  of  my         1843. 
body.     I  come  to  you  but  half  a  man.     Your  lordship  will       r^^J]^ 
expect  a  whole  defence,  and  I  do  not  doubt  but  that  I  shall  ^* 

give  you  a  whole  defence,  provided  you  furmsh  me  with 
the  necessary  means  of  doing  it/'  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre 
then  says,  '^  Mr.  Tooke,  you  have  been  furnished  with  that 
which  the  law  considers  as  the  necessary  means  to  enable 
yoa  to  make  your  defence :  you  have  had  counsel  assigned 
to  you  ;  they  have  had,  or  might  have  had,  access  to  you  at 
aU  reasonable  hours ;  that  is  what  the  law  allows  you.  You 
liave  taught  the  Court  not  to  use  the  word  indulgence ; 
and  you  have  pointed  out  to  them  their  duty  that  they  are 
to  give  no  indulgence.  I  am  apprehensive  that  it  would  be 
considered  as  an  extraordinary  indulgence  if  the  Court 
'  ^-"^  now  to  do  that  which  you  ask,  because  that  is  not 


done  to  other  prisoners;  it  was  not  done  to  another  prisoner 
who  went  immediately  before  you,  who  had  the  same  stake 
-  that  you  have,  nor  is  it  done  to  all  other  prisoners  who  do 
eome  to  this  bar ;  and,  therefore,  the  Court  are  not  permit- 
!  ted,  without  doing  injustice  to  others,  to  grant  that  which 
^  yoa  ask  upon  the  ground  on  which  you  ask  it  J    But  you 
have  mentioned  another  circumstance  which  is  extremely 
material,  and  which  will,  in  my  mind,  warrant  the  Court 
to  do  that  which  you  think  they  ought  not  to  do, — to  in- 
dalge  the  prisoner.    You  have  stated  the  condition  of  your 
Iwalth,  and  that  in  the  place  in  which  you  stand  your 
ilealth  will  suffer  ;fthe  Court  has  no  desire  to  put  you 
'  under  any  difficulties,  they  wish  that  you  should  be  enabled 
'  to  make  your  defence  in  the  best  way  imaginable ;  and  if 
■  the  situation  in  which  you  stand  is  really  likely  to  be  pre- 
judicial to  your  health,  and,  therefore,  likely  to  disable  you 
from  making  your  defence  in  the  manner  you  might  other- 
vise  make  it,  I  shall  put  it  to  my  lords  to  consider  whe- 
ther you  may  not  be  indulged  with  that  which  you  have 
now  asked/'     After  some  further  observations  from  Mr. 
Tooke,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  consulted  the  other  Judges 
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present^  viz.  Lord  C.  B.  Macdonald,  Mr.  Baron  Hotham,  Mr. 
Justice  Grose,  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence^  and  then  said, 
**  Mr.  Home  Tooke^  I  have  consulted  mj  lords  the  Judges 
;  who  are  present ;/  they  feel  themselves  extremely  disposed 
I  to  indulge  you  on  the  score  of  your  health;  they  think  that 
it  is  a  distinction  which  may  authorize  them  to  do  that 
in  your  case  which  is  not  done  in  other  cases  in  commonj 
they  cannot  lay  down  a  rule  for  you  which  they  would  not 
lay  down  for  any  other  man  living;  but  if  your  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  cases  of  others^  that  does  permit  them 
to  give  you  the  indulgence  which  you  now  ask.''  Mr. 
Tooke  then  said — "  I  am  very  much  obliged  to  your 
lordships^  and  am  very  well  content  to  accept  it  as  an  in- 
dulgence^ or  any  other  thing.  Undoubtedly^  it  is  very  ac- 
ceptable to  me,  and  very  necessary  for  my  health.  I  am 
glad  to  save  the  time  of  the  Court.''  That  case  Mr.  KeUg 
seems  to  shew  that,  in  the  opinion  of  those  Judges,  yours 
is  an  application  which  ought  not  to  be  granted.  I  It  was 
denied  to  Mr.  Tooke  on  the  ground  which  you  have  now 
taken,  and  granted  him  only  on  the  ground  of  his  healtii. 
We  must  take  care  that  we  do  not  do  that  which  might 
seem  to  be  making  a  difference  between  one  person  and 
another  charged  with  felony.  The  court,  therefore,  cannot 
grant  the  applicationj 

Mr.  Zulueta  then  went  into  the  dock  and  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  the  jury  were  charged.  But,  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  his  opening  address, 


Bompas,  Serjt.,  for  the  prosecution,  applied  to  have  Mr. 
Oumey,  juD.,  the  short-hand  writer,  who  took  notes  of  the 
prisoner's  evidence  before  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  examined  at  once,  as  his  presence  was  required 
at  the  Special  Commission  in  Wales.  This  was  consented 
to  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  and  Mr.  Gurney  stated,  that 
the  whole  of  Mr.  Zulueta's  evidence  was  correctly  reported 
in  a  printed  book  produced,  intitled,  ^^  Report  from  the 
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Select  Committee  on  the  We«t  Coast  of  Africa/'  Sec.    And,         1843. 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  it  was  admitted,  that  the  other      ^Leoina 
parts  of  the  evidence  given  before  the  same  committee  were      „    ^* 

"^  ZULUETA. 

oonrectly  reported  in  the  same  book. 

Die  facts  of  the  case,  so  far  as  they  are  material,  with 
reference  to  the  points  decided,  were  substantially  these : — 
In  the  month  of  June,  1839,  a  vessel  called  "  Tie  Golup* 
eUck  '*  was  seized  off  the  coast  of  Africa,  as  a  vessel  en* 
gaged  in  the  slave  trade,  at  which  time  Bemardos,  one  of 
the  persons  named  in  the  indictment,  was  the  captain. 
The  Court  at  Sierra  Leone  refused  to  interfere  with  her,  as 
fiom  her  papers  and  colours  she  appeared  to  be  a  Russian 
vessel,  and  she  was  accordingly  sent  to  England  and  given 
up  to  the  Russian  authorities.  When  Bernardos  arrived 
at  Portsmouth,  he  immediately  sent  a  letter  to  the  house 
of  Zulueta  &  Co.,  but  the  contents  did  not  appear,  as  the 
prisoner  did  not  produce  the  letter.  In  June,  1840,  the 
Gtolupchick  was  sold  to  a  person  named  Emanuels,  who 
afterwards  agreed  to  sell  it  to  Jennings,  the  other  person 
named  in  the  indictment,  for  £650.  Jennings,  who  had 
been  in  the  employ  as  a  captain  of  Martinez  &  Co.,  of  the 
Havannah,  wrote  to  the  house  of  Zulueta  &  Co.,  in  London, 
who  were  the  correspondents  and  agents  of  that  house  on 
the  subject.  On  the  20th  of  August,  the  following  letter, 
signed  by  the  prisoner  Mr.  Zulueta,  jun.,  was  sent  to  Jen- 
nings  in  reply : — 

"  London,  20th  August,  1840. 

"  Sir, — In  reply  to  your  favour  of  yesterday,  we  have 
to  say  that  we  cannot  exceed  JE500  for  the  vessel  in  ques- 
tion, such  as  described  in  your  letter,  viz.  that,  excepting 
the  sails,  the  other  differences  are  trifling  from  the  inven- 
tory ;  if  you  cannot,  therefore,  succeed  at  those  limits,  we 
must  give  up  the  purchase,  and  you  will  please  act  ac- 
cordingly. 

"  We  remain,  &c., 

"  ZULUBTA  &  Co.'' 
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1843.  came  to  the  port  of  Cadiz ;  the  best  part  of  the  men  wai 
discharged  there ;  I  believe  their  leaving  was  through  the 
captain's  misconduct;  we  remained  at  Cadiz  a  month,  or  it 
might  be  two  months;  the  best  part  of  h^  cargo  was  moved 
out  at  Cadiz  in  small  vessels;  there  was  some  tobacco,  whidi 
was  damaged;  I  do  not  know  whether  any  part  remained." 

To  shew  the  nature  of  the  trade  carried  on  at  Gallina% 
Capts.  Hill  and  Denman,  of  the  Royal  Navy,  and  Lieute- 
nant-Colonel NichoU  were  called  as  witnesses.  The  fint 
of  these  gentlemen  stated,  that  he  had  known  the  place 
for  several  years,  and  did  not  know  of  any  trade  or  com- 
merce whatever  being  carried  on  there,  except  the  slave 
trade.  The  second  said,  that  there  was  no  trade  carried  (m 
but  the  slave  trade :  he  said  also,  ''At  most  places  on  the 
coast  there  is  both  a  lawful  trade  carried  on  and  the  slave 
trade :  the  Gallinas  is  an  exception,  the  only  exception  I 
know  indeed;  I  know  that  from  my  own  personal  presence 
on  the  spot.''  The  third  said, — ''  The  general  course  is 
to  barter  British  manufactured  goods  for  slaves,  who  are 
brought  from  the  interior  of  Africa  to  places  where  the  trade 
is  carried  on ;  slaves  are  usuaUy  brought  to  the  Gallinas 
for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  or  bartered  for  the  goods  which 
they  meet  with  there ;  it  is  notoriously  the  most  in&moui 
slave-dealing  port  on  the  whole  coast  of  Africa;  there  is  a 
continual  drain  of  slaves  from  all  parts  of  the  interior  con- 
tiguous to  it,  continually  coming  down  to  the  GraUinas; 
there  is  nothing  going  on  there  but  the  slave  trade." 

The  cockets  found  on  board  the  vessel  were  produced, 
they  were  all  made  out  in  Jennings's  name  alone,  as  was 
also  the  bill  of  lading. 

Several  cetters,  nine  in  number^  which  were  found  on 
board  the  Augusta  at  the  time  she  was  seized,  were  tendered 
in  evidence. 

Kelly,  objected  to  their  reception,  on  the  ground  that 
whatever  was  done  by  the  prisoner  was  done  in  London 
and  previous  to  November,  1840,  and  therefore  that  letteis 
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foond  in  the  vessel  on  the  coast  of  Africa^  in  February,         1843. 
1841|  were  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  Reoina" 


Bompoi  and  Tal/ourd,  Serjts.,  for  the  prosecution,  con- 
tended that  the  letters  were  admissible,  as  two  things  were 
to  be  proved  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution :  first,  the  des- 
tination of  the  vessel;  second,  the  prisoner's  connexion  with 
the  transaction.  How  can  we  shew  the  intention  with 
which  the  vessel  was  sent,  but  by  shewing  what  the  vessel 
did,  and  what  was  found  in  her?  Our  case  is,  that  Jennings, 
who  was  captain  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  was  the  agent 
of  Zolueta,  by  a  kind  of  juggle ;  and  that  the  charter- 
party  and  the  shipment  of  the  goods  were  not  bond  fide, 
bnt  a  mere  blind. 

The  Judges  decided,  that,  as  the  letters  were  merely 
found  on  board  the  vessel,  and  were  not  traced  in  any  way 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  prisoner,  they  were  not  admissible 
m  evidence  against  him. 

The  same  decision  was  given  as  to  an  anonymous  letter, 

in  the  handwriting  of  Bernardos,  addressed  to  Jennings 

whilst  in  England,  before  the  vessel  sailed,  which  letter  was 

tbo  found  on  search  on  board  the  vessel,  but  was  not  traced 

i&  any  way  to  Mr.  Zulueta.   Capt.  Hill  said,  that,  when  he 

idsed  the  vessel,  it  was  not  fitted  up  as  a  slave  vessel,  but 

idded  that  the  slave  fittings  could  be  obtained  at  Gallinas, 

ind  that  three  or  four  hours  would  be  sufiicient  to  put 

them  in. 

Various  parts  of  the  evidence  given  by  the  prisoner  be- 
fore the  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  were  read. 
In  it  he  admitted  that  he  had  managed  the  whole  of  the  bu- 
iiness  relating  to  the  Augusta,  but  denied  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  that  the  vessel  or  goods  were  to  be  used  for  the 
tla?e  trade.  His  explanation  of  the  transaction,  in  substance, 
was,  that  the  firm  of  Zulueta  &  Co.,  as  agents  for  Martinez 
k  Co.,  purchased  the  Augusta  for  Captain  Jennings,  with 
iKmeybelonging  to  Martinez  &  Co.,  in  their  hands,  (Jennings 

VOL,  I.  Q  N.  p. 


V. 

Zulueta. 
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1843.        transferring  the  vessel  as  security  for  the  amount),  and 
Rboina       caused  her  to  be  despatched  with  the  cargo,  which  was  oon- 
^-  signed  to  correspondents  of  Martinez  &  Co.,  by  their  order 

at  Gallinas;  that  Zulueta  &  Co.  had  no  interest  in  the 
result  of  the  adventure,  and  had  nothing  further  to  do 
with  the  transaction.  He  admitted  that  their  house  had 
had  transactions  with  the  coast  of  Africa  to  the  amount, 
in  twenty  years,  of  about  £400,000 ;  about  £20,000  or 
£22,000  of  which  might  be  connected  with  the  Oallinas. 
In  answer  to  the  question,  "  How  do  you  account  for  this 
vessel  carrying  letters  upon  slave  business?''  he  said,  ''I  ac- 
count for  it  in  this  way :  first  of  all,  it  is  impossible  {on  us 
to  answer  here  what  letters  will  be  put  on  board  a  vessd 
at  Cadiz;  but  there  is  very  seldom  any  communication 
between  Cadiz  and  the  Gallinas;  whatever  letters  there 
were  must  have  gone  by  such  random  occasions  as  arose. 
As  to  the  fact  that  whoever  wrote  those  letters  is  engaged 
in  the  slave  trade,  the  letters  will  speak  for  themselves.'' 
The  case  for  the  prosecution  being  closed, 

Kelly,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  there  was  not  any 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  prisoner's  participation  in 
any  slave-dealing  object.  There  was  no  doubt  that  he  was 
a  party  to  the  purchase  of  the  vessel;  but  the  charge  againit 
him  was,  that  he  employed  the  vessel  and  shipped  the  goods 
for  the  purpose  of  trading  and  dealing  in  slaves. 

Maule,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  case  must  go  to  the 
jur}'. 

Kelly  then  submitted  that  the  case  was  not  within  the 
statute  5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  on  which  the  indictment  was 
framed;  and  contended  that  the  act  did  not  apply  to  a 
trading  in  slaves  in  foreign  parts,  but  only  to  slave  trading 
in  England  or  English  colonies. 

Maule,  J.,  and  Wightman,  J.,  were  both  of  opinion  that 


CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT,  7  VICT.  227 

the  case  was  within  the  statute^  and  gave  judgment  ac-         1843. 
cordingly.     Maule^  J.,  inter  alia,  saying — "  I  cannot  help       Rboina 
thinking  that  the  legislature  had  the  intention^  among      _   ^' 
other  things,  of  preventing  Englishmen  from  dealing  in 
slaTes  on  the  coast  of  Africa/^ 

Kelly,  requested  their  lordships  to  reserve  the  pointy 
but 

Maule,  J.^  said  that  they  did  not  entertain  any  doubt 
upon  the  subject^  and,  therefore,  should  decline  to  do  so. 

Kelly  then  addressed  the  jury  on  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  called  a  great  number  of  highly  respectable  witnesses, 
merchants,  and  others,  who  gave  the  prisoner  the  highest 
character  for  integrity,  humanity,  and  honour. 

Maule,  J.  {Wightman,  J.,  being  present),  in  summing 
up  inter  alia,  told  the  jury  that  the  charge  did  not  neces- 
wrily  import,  nor  was  it  necessary  to  prove,  that  the  ship 
itself,  the  Augusta,  was  intended  to  import  slaves  from  the 
Oallinas.  If  there  was  a  slave  adventure,  which  it  was  in- 
tended should  be  accomplished  and  carried  into  effect  there, 
that  would  be  an  object  prohibited  by  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. If  the  goods  were  shipped  to  be  employed  for  the 
piorpose,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  indictment. 
His  lordship  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  in 
fiict  a  slave  adventure,  and,  if  there  was,  whether  the  pri- 
soner, who  managed  the  transaction,  was  or  was  not  aware 
of  the  purpose  for  which  the  vessel  was  intended  to  be 

used* 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Bompas  and  Talfourd,  Serjts.,  and  Payne,  for  the  prose- 
cution. 

Kelly,  Clarkson,  and  Bodkin,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornics — Sir  George  Stephen,  and  E,  8f  J,  LawfordJ] 


Q  2 


CASES  AT  THE 


NOVEMBER  SESSION,  1843. 

BEFORE  MR.  BARON  PARKE,  AND  MR.  JUSTICE  COLTMAN. 


Nov,  20th,  Regina  V,  Barnard  Gregory. 

The  Court  will    £  jjE  defendant  had  pleaded  frailty  to  two  indictment! 

direct  an  affi-  ,  r  o        j 

davit  in  a  case     for  libel,  and 
of  misdemea- 
nour which 

contains  matter      BodHn,  who  was  for  the  prosocution  in  one  of  the  caaei^ 

both  scandalous  i#i^t.-i  m   -,      ^  «• 

and  irrelevant,   moved  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  him. 

to  be  removed 

from  the  files  _         _,  .,,         ,,  •.«         /*.i.  «•« 

of  the  Court,         THE  CouRT  Said  they  had  not  read  the  affidavits  whin 

who  fiicd^iTis     ^^  ^^^^  fUedj  and  were  not  prepared  to  pass  judgment  cm 
liable  to  be        the  defendant  then. 

visited  as  for 
a  contempt  of 

i^Tn  affldivu         Moutagu  Chambers  then  complained  to  the  Court,  on 
contain  matter    behalf  of  Certain  persons  who  were  deponents  in  certam 

that  is  relevant       /v,,.       /•ii-  ..        .  i»  •%  .i»i 

and  scandalous,  amdaYits  filed  lu  mitigation  of  pumshment,  of  the  man- 

thoughYhiy  ^^^  ^^  which  thosc  pcrsous  had  been  treated  by  certun 

cannot  direct  affidavits  filed  in  aggravation  of  punishment  on  the  part  rf 

from  the  files,  Mr.  Vallaucc,  the  prosecutor  in  one  of  the  cases.    Tto 

party  atucked  Icamcd  couuscl  Said,  that,  on  the  authority  of  some  di* 

of  d^n^hlrthe  visions,  he  made  his  application  to  the  Court  on  behalf  rf 

defamatory  the  parties  whom  he  represented,  and  who  had  been  made 

matter  upon  «  ,  .  <.  i    •       i 

oath,  by  a        the  subjccts  of  general  attacks,  slanderous  and  irrelevanly 

counter  affi-  ^j   •    •      •  a.     xi.  ^•*»  aj«         ^      •  mi 

davit.  ^^d  injurious  to  the  course  of  justice,  as  tending  to  nm- 

art^**had*        midate  persons  and  prevent  them  from  coming  forward  to 
pleaded  guilty    makc  statements  on  oath. 

at  the  Central 
Criminal  Court 

to  an  indict-  Parke,  B. — ^You  said  vou  did  this  on  the  authority  of 

ment  for  libel,  .      •.     .  i    -.  .iV 

and  affidavits     Certain  dccidcd  cases,  will  you  mention  them  ? 

were  filed  both 

•  •    •  • 

an™aggravT-         Montagu  Chambers. — ^The  principal  case  is  in  Bummfs 
tion,  the  Judges  Reports,  and  there  are  others,  decided  in  the  Court  of 

refused  to  hear  "*  ' 

the  speeches  of 

counsel  on  either  side,  but  formed  their  judgment  of  the  case  by  reading  the  affidavits. 


\ 
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Chancery.  My  clients  could  not  indict  the  parties  for 
perjory^  and,  therefore,  the  present  application  is  their  only 
remedy.  Thai  application  is,  that  the  objectionable  matter 
may  be  struck  out  of  the  affidavits.  The  case  in  Burrow  is 
Aiiley  v.  Ymmge  (a). 

Parke,  B. — ^WiD  you  state  some  of  the  passages  in  the 
affidavits  to  which  you  allude  ? 

Momtoffu  Chambers. — One  passage  is,  that  the  deponents 
bdieve  that  the  said  several  persons,  naming  them,  '*  are 
■n  unworthy  of  credit,  and  are  all  persons  of  bad  repute, 
and  that  they  are  actuated  by  bribes,  &c.,  and  are  in  the 
kabit  of  frequenting  gambling- houses  of  the  most  infamous 
deicription,''  &c.     In  the  case  of  Astley  v.  Younge,  Lord 
ICansfield  says  (&),    ^^  Shew  that  a  matter  given  in  evi- 
dence in  a  court  of  justice  may  be  prosecuted  in  a  civil 
action  as  a  Ubel.     The  Court,  indeed,  before  which  such 
mdence  is  given,  may  censure  it  J'    And  again,  his  lordship 
o^B  (c),  ''  There  can  be  no  scandal  if  the  allegation  is  ma- 
teriil;  and  if  it  is  not,  the  Court,  before  whom  the  indig- 
Bity  18  committed  by  immaterial  scandal,  may  order  satis^ 
fsdioH,  and  expunge  it  out  of  the  record,  if  it  be  upon 
nocnrd.'^     There  is  another  case  in  which  Lord  Eldon 
Ud  down  the  principle  on  which,  in  such  a  case,  the  Court 
oight  to  proceed.    I  allude  to  Ew  parte  Simpson  {d).   That 
the  first  application  of  the  kind  in  bankruptcy,  and 
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1843. 


Regina 

9. 

Geegort. 


(«)  2  Burr.  S07.  Action  on  the 
OK  for  a  libel,  contained  in  an 
AaTit.  Plea,  that  the  defendant 
the  affidavit  in  his  own  de- 
i,  in  answer  to  a  complaint 
against  him  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench.  Demurrer  to  the 
plea.  Judgment  for  the  defendant 
ii  the  demurrer, 
(i)  2  Burr.  p.  809. 
(e)  lb.  p.  810. 

[i)  15  Vet.  Jan.  476.  In  that 
CH«  tha  pethioo  stated  that  a  peti- 
^  bad  baea  pretented,  praying 


that  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
might  be  superseded  as  fraudulent 
and  concerted,  &c. ;  and  added,  that, 
in  support  of  such  petition,  an  affi- 
davit was  filed  by  the  solicitor  con- 
cerned in  it,  containing  matter  and 
charges  of  a  criminal  nature  reflect- 
ing on  the  petitioners,  and  very 
prejudicial  to  their  character  and 
reputation,  not  only  false  and  un- 
founded, but  irrelevant  and  scan- 
dalous, as  well  as  impertinent. 
The  petition  prayed  that  the  said 
affidavit  might  be  taken  off  the  file, 
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1843. 
Rbgina 

V. 

Gbboort. 


Lord  Eldon  had^  therefore^  to  deal  with  it  on  prindple. 
His  lordship  says,  ^'This  is  the  first  application  of  the 
kind  in  bankruptcy.    With  regard  to  its  object  there  are 
some  general  principles  which  cannot  be  doubted.    If  thai 
which  is  stated  is  material  to  the  issue,  it  may  be  false,  but 
cannot  be  scandalous;  if  relevant,  it  is  not  impertinent; 
though  scandalous  in  its  nature,  if  relevant  and  pertinent 
it  cannot  be  treated  as  scandalous ;  and,  if  false,  it  must  be 
dealt  with  in  another  way:  but  if  irrelevant,  and  especially 
if  also  scandalous,  there  would  be  much  reason  to  regre^ 
that  a  Court  should  not  be  armed  with  the  power  to  pnH 
tect  parties  from  the  expense,  and  its  records  from  the 
stain,  which  too  frequently  arise  from  the  introduction  of 
irrelevant  and  scandalous  matter  upon  affidavits  in  Hm 
jurisdiction/^     His  lordship  goes  on  to  say,   ''Upon  the 
question,  whether  I  have  the  power  to  grant  the  relief  in 
bankruptcy,  I  have  no  doubt  whatsoever;  and  I  do  not 
think,  with  reference  to  this  subject  of  scandal,  in  proceed- 
ings either  in  causes  or  in  bankruptcy,  that  any  applica- 
tion by  any  person  is  necessary.    The  Court  ought  to  take 
care,  that  either  in  a  suit  or  in  this  proceeding,  allegations 
bearing  cruelly  upon  the  moral  character  of  individually 
and  not  relevant  to  the  subject,  shall  not  be  put  upon  the 
record.^^     His  lordship  eventually  made  an  order,  direct- 
ing the  solicitor  who  had  made  the  affidavit  complained  of, 
within  fourteen  days  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  applicatioiii 
and  all  the  costs  out  of  pocket,  to  be  taxed  as  between 
solicitor  and  client ;  and  that  after  payment  of  those  costs, 
the  affidavit  should  be  taken  oflF  the  file  {e)" 


Montagu  Chambers  was  proceeding  with  his  argument  when 


or  that  the  scandalous  and  imperti- 
nent charges  and  matters  contained 
therein  might  he  expunged,  and 
that  the  said  solicitor  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs.  The 
passage  chiefly  objected  to  as  scan- 
dalous asserted,  that  a  party  who 
supported  the  commission  was  one 


of  a  gang  of  swindlers  who  attended 
at  Lloyd's  Coffee-house,  &c. 

(e)  About  seven  years  after  the 
above  decision,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor ordered  an  affidavit  in 
bankruptcy  to  be  taken  off  the  file 
for  scandal  and  impertinence,  with 
costs,  which  his  lordship  said  vn 
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Farke^  B.,  said^  ^' Will  it  suit  the  object  of  your  mo-         1843. 
tion,  and  the  feeling  of  the  other  side,  that  we  should       rI^JIII]^ 
strike  out  from  the  affidavits  on  both  sides  what  is  scan-      „    ^* 

Gregory. 

dalous  and  irrelevant  ?^^ 


CoLTMAN,  J. — Lord  Eldon  says,  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  see  that  that  is  done. 

Parke,  B. — We  will  take  care  to  expuuge  what  is  both 
Ktndalous  and  irrelevant.  If  it  is  relevant,  it  cannot  be 
esLpanged.  But  the  Court  might  think  that  some  parts 
were  such  that  the  persons  accused  should  have  some 
opportunity  of  answering  them,  though,  as  not  being  irre- 
levant, they  could  not  be  expunged ;  and  if  on  reading 
these  affidavits  we  should  see  any  such  matter  in  them, 

we  will  take  care  that  the  parties  shall  have  an  opportunity 

of  answering  them. 

Montaffu  Chambers  then  handed  up  to  the  Court  the 
names  of  his  clients,  and  moved,  that  the  party  who  should 
be  found  to  have  made  the  objectionable  statements,  should 
be  directed  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  application. 

Wilkins,  for  Mr.  Vallance,  one  of  the  prosecutors,  de- 
ngnated  the  application  as  a  plan  concocted  with  the  de- 
fendant in  order  to  delay  his  punishment. 

Parke,  B.,  inquired  of  fVilkins  if  he  consented  to  the 
proposed  arrangement.  Wilkins  replied  that  he  did,  but 
complained  that  Chambers  in  his  application  had  furnished 
further  attacks  upon  Mr.  Vallance. 

Parke,  B. — Tliis  will  now  come  to  an  end,  as  we  intend 


ilwajs  given  upon  this  ground,  as  wickc's  time,  though  it  had  hccn 

between  attorney  and  client ;  ndd-  douhtcd  in  his  own  time.    Ex  parte 

ttg  that  he  had  found  a  precedent  Stewart,  15  Vcs.  juu.  478,  (n). 
^  that  as  long  ago  as  Lord  Hard- 
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1843.         that  the  defendant  shall  be  brought  up  for  judgment  on 
Rkoina       Saturday  morning, 

Grsoort. 

Dec.  2nd.  Accordingly,  on  that  day,  Coltman,  J.,  in  giving  the 

judgment  of  the  Court,  said, — An  application  was  made 
several  days  ago  on  the  part  of  certain  persons  mentioned 
in  the  affidavits  of  two  other  persons,  complaining  of  irre- 
levant statements  injurious  to  their  character  and  interests. 
My  brother  Parke  and  myself  have  looked  through  thoie 
affidavits,  and  we  find  that  there  is  one  which  contains 
matter  that  is  scandalous  and  not  relevant.  The  party 
filing  such  an  affidavit  is  liable  to  be  visited  as  for  a  con- 
tempt of  the  Court :  but  as  there  was  undoubtedly  matter 
of  aggravation  in  the  affidavits  on  the  other  aide,  we  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  do  more  than  to  direct  that  tliii 
affidavit  be  removed  from  the  files  of  the  Court. 

Sentence  of  imprisonment  in  Newgate, 
on  each  of  the  indictments,  was  after- 
wards passed  on  the  defendant. 

Wilkins,  for  the  prosecution. 
Montagu  Chambers,  for  the  applicants. 

[Attorniea — VaUance,  and  Becke  ^  Flower.'] 


The  Judges  at  the  previous  session,  as  well  as  those  by 
whom  the  sentence  was  passed,  refused  to  hear  the  speeches 
of  counsel,  either  in  aggravation  or  mitigation  of  punish- 
ment ;  saying,  that  the  officer  of  the  Court  informed  thenii 
that  it  had  never  been  the  practice  to  hear  counsel  under 
such  circumstances. 
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1843. 

DECEMBER  SESSION,  1843. 

BEFORE  LORD  DBNMAN,  C.  J.,  AND  MR.  BARON  BARKE. 


Regina  V,  Rosenberg.  Dec  ut. 

JL  HE  prisoner  was  iDdicted  for  stealing  goods,  value  62/.  58,,  An  adulterer 
the  property  of  Alexander  Victor  Philippe  Bohain.  vfc^ed^fltM"'  * 

ing  the  goods 
of  the  husband 

Bodkin,  for  the  prosecution. — The  circumstances  of  this  brought  by  the 
case  will  leave  no  doubt  that  the  prisoner  induced  the  wife  lodsinffs,  and 
of  the  proaecutor  to  come  to  his  l^ngs ;  and  she  came  in  fj^  ^ ^ 
a  coach,  and  brought  with  her  the  property  mentioned  in  which  the  adui- 

tery  Is  after* 

the  indictment,  and  it  was  put  into  the  prisoner's  lodgings,  wards  commit- 
and  the  prisoner  and  the  prosecutor's  wife  slept  together  upon'evMence 
there  as  man  and  wife.     The  property  did  not  consist  of  ©f^heir  being 

r     r       J  found  there ; 

female  apparel,  or  of  articles  exclusively  for  female  use.  but  it  seems  it 
When  the  prosecutor  was  before  the  magistrate,  the  case  of  wise  if  the  goods 
JR.  V.  Thljree  (a)  was  cited,  and  the  magistrate,  on  the  au-  J'n^llny^way^to** 
thority  of  that  case,  committed  the  prisoner  for  trial :  but  ^is  pewonai 

"  *  possession. 

he  was  afterwards  admitted  to  bail  by  one  of  the  learned 
Judges.  That  case  proceeded  on  the  principle  that  adul- 
tery destroys  the  presumed  consent  of  the  husband ;  and, 
in  a  more  modern  case,  before  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  it 
was  held,  that  the  removal  of  goods  in  contemplation  of 
adultery  is  the  same  thing.  This  was  the  case  of  H.  v. 
ToUett  if  Taylor  {b).  But  the  present  case  differs  firom  both 
those  cases.  But  I  should  submit  that,  on  principle,  the 
possession  of  the  wife  was  the  possession  of  the  husband ; 
and  that,  even  when  she  had  carried  the  goods  to  the  pri- 
soner's lodgings,  they  continued  in  the  husband's  posses- 
sion, and  the  prisoner  receiving  them  there  was  guilty  of 
larceny.     I  cannot,  however,  trace  the  goods  in  thi3  case 

(a)  M.  C.  C.  243.  (6)  Car.  &  Man  112. 


V. 

Rosen  BEEO. 


234  CASES  ON  THE 

1843.         to  the  individual  possession  of  the  prisoner  by  any  particu- 
Regin  A       1^1*  ^^  of  his^  but  can  only  shew  that  they  were  found  at  his 

lodgings^  some  of  them  in  the  room  in  which  he  and  the 

prosecutor's  wife  slept  together. 

Parke,  B. — There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  as  there 
was  in  R.  v.  Tolfree,  that  the  parties  were  together  at  the 
time  when  the  goods  were  removed.  That  was  the  ground 
of  the  decision  in  that  case. 

Bodkin. — There  is  a  passage  in  Dalton  as  to  the  deliveiy 
of  the  husband's  goods  by  the  wife  to  the  adulterer^  consti- 
tuting felony  in  him  (c). 

Parke,  B. — If  that  question  arose,  I  should  reserve  it 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges.  Then  comes  the  difficulty 
in  your  case,  that  you  cannot  shew  any  distinct  possession 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner. 

Bodkin. — Certainly  I  cannot  produce  such  proof. 

Parke,  B. — We  are  both,  I  believe,  of  opinion,  that 
there  is  not  enough  to  convict  the  prisoner  in  this  case. 
If  there  had  been  any  separate  act  of  possession  by  him, 
I  should  have  reserved  the  point. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  assented. 

Verdict— Not  Guilty. 

Bodkin  and  O^Brien,  for  the  prosecution. 
Clarkson  and  fVilkins,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornics — Todd,  and .] 

(r)  Daltoirs  Justice,   Ch.  157,  to    her    adulterer    her  husband* 

parag.  17,  p.  501,  Ed.  1727.    The  goods,  this  is  felony  in  the  adul- 

words  of  that  passage  are  these ;  tercr.     Lcciture,  Mr.  Cook,** 
*'  If  a  married  woman  shall  deliver 
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CAEDIFP  SPECIAL  COMMISSION,  184^. 


BEFORE  BARON  GURNEY  AND  MR.  JUSTICE  CRESSWELL. 


Regina  V.  John  Hughes. 

Indictment,  on  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  S,  for  A  challenge  of 
feloniously  having  begun  to  demolish  the  house  of  William  f^g  "hat^he**^" 

XiCwis.  sheriff  "  has 

not  chosen  the 

As  soon  as  the  prisoner  had  pleaded  Not  Guilty,  panel  indiffer- 

ently and  im- 
partially! as  he 

3f.  D.  HUl,  for  the  prisoner,  challenged  the  array ;  and  ^^^  ^^^^J^h^at 
cited  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Dolby  (a).  the  panel  is  not 

an  indifferent 

The  challenge  was  in  the  following  form : — "And  there-  panel,"  is  bad 
upon  the  said  John  Hughes  doth  challenge  the  array  of  the  bcingToo  ge-" 
panel  aforesaid,  because  he  saith  that  the  said  panel  was  "*'**• 
arrayed  by  John  Homfray,  Esquire,  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Glamorgan ;  and  that  the  said  sheriff  has  not  chosen  the 
panel  indifferently  and  impartially,  as  he  ought  to  have 
done,  according  to  the  law  of  this  realm ;  and  that  the  said 
panel  is  not  an  indifferent  panel  of  the  said  county.     And 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify ;   wherefore  he  prayeth  judgment 
that  the  said  panel  may  be  quashed.'^ 

GuRNEY,  B. — ^In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Dolby  was  not  the 
ground  of  challenge  stated  in  the  challenge  itself  to  be  that 
the  sheriff  was  a  member  of  a  society  by  whom  the  prose- 
cution was  instituted. 

A/.  D.  Hill. — I  do  not  remember  the  precise  form  of 
the  challenge  in  that  case. 

Pollock,  A.-G. — I  shall  demur  to  this  challenge. 

{a)  Post,  p.  238. 
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1843.  M,  D.  Hill. — We  join  in  demurrer. 

Rboina 

,,  ^'  Pollock,  A.-G. — I  submit  that  this  challenge  is  bad,  as 

Hughes.  ^ 

the  ground  of  challenge  ought  to  be  fully  stated.  There  is 
no  authority  for  this  general  form  of  challenge;  there 
ought  to  be  due  notice  to  us  as  to  the  grounds  of  the 
challenge^  as  we  might  have  to  meet  it  by  evidence. 

FoUett,  S.-G.^  on  the  same  side. — In  this  challenge  of  the 
array^  no  ground  is  stated  for  supposing  that  this  panel  has 
been  chosen  partially. 

Cresswell^  J. — It  is  consistent  with  this  form  of  chal- 
lenge that  the  sheriff  has  chosen  the  jury  at  the  request 
of  the  prisoner  himself. 

■ 

Follettj  S.-G. — I  can  find  no  instance  of  a  challenge  like 
this.  In  all  cases  the  specific  ground  has  hitherto  been 
stated  (6). 

M.  D.  HUl,  for  the  prisoner. — This  being  a  demurrer, 
all  the  facts  stated  in  the  challenge  are  admitted.  It  is 
said  that  the  ground  of  challenge  is  not  sufficiently  stated, 
but  I  apprehend  that  it  is;  because  it  is  stated  in  the  chal- 
lenge, a,nd  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  this  panel  has 
been  concocted  without  that  regard  to  perfect  impartiaUty 
that  the  law  requires. 

Montagu  Chambers^  on  the  same  side. — It  cannot  be 
denied  that,  from  the  earliest  period,  it  has  been  a  good 


{h)  In  Trials  per  pais,  vol.  1,  p.  the  parties  ;  and,  in  these  latter,  it 
206,  et  seq.,  several  forms  of  chal-  is  not  only  stated  that  the  sheriff 
lenge  of  the  array  will  be  found,  was  the  cousin  of  one  of  the  par- 
some  for  the  array  being  made  "  at  ties,  but  how  he  was  so,  by  naming 
the  denomination  and  instance  of  all  the  intermediate  members  of  the 
the  said  plaintiff/'  others,  because  family, 
the  sheriff  was  the  cousin  of  one  of 
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cause  of  challenge  that  the  jury  in  general  has  not  been         1843^ 
arrajed  indifferently  and   impartially;   and  in  adopting       nMisx 
a  general  mode  of  expression^  many  acts  may  be  included ;       „  ^- 
and  we  should  be  entitled  to  go  into  evidence  on  this  chal- 
lenge^ to  show  that  the  general  allegation  is  satisfied.  This  is 
analogous  to  the  case  of  soliciting  or  inciting  a  person  to 
commit  a  crime^  or  being  a  common  barrator^  or  a  com- 
mon scold ;  in  which  cases  the  particular  acts  are  never 
stated  on  the  record^  and  for  this  reason^  that  if  they 
were^  the  record  might  be  extended  almost  infinitely ;  and 
with  respect  to  inconvenience^  I  believe  that  there  is  no 
instance  in  which  the  ground  of  surprising  the  Crown  has 
been  admitted  as  an  argument. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  think  that  this  demurrer  ought  to  be 
allowed.  I  think  it  impossible  to  traverse  the  general 
allegations  of  this  challenge. 

Cresswell,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
challenge  alleges  that  the  panel  has  been  chosen  partially, 
and  not  indifferently.  It  does  not  allege  in  what  respect 
it  has  been  so  chosen ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  you  can  tra- 
verse such  an  allegation  as  that. 

The  Demurrer  was  allowed,  and  the  prisoner 
tried,  and  found  Guilty. 

F.  Pollock,  A.-G.,  Follett,  S.-G,  Chilton,  John  Evans,  and 
E.  V.  Williams,  for  the  Crown. 

Af.  D.  Hill,  and  Montagu  Chambers,  for  the  prisoners. 

rAltornies-^.yo/icf7or*/or  the  Treamryy  and  WaUertJ] 
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THE  CASE  OF 


1821. 


COURT  OF  KING'S  BENCH. 
Adjourned  Sittings  after  Michnelmtu  Term,  1821. 


BEFORE  LORD  CHIEF  JUSTICE  ABBOTT. 


Dee,  14. 

On  the  trial  at 
Nisi  Prius  of  an 
indictment  for 
libel  on  which 
only  three  spe- 
cial jurors  ap- 
peared, the 
counsel  for  the 
prosecution 
prayed  a  tales, 
and  the  defend- 
ant challenged 
the  array  of  the 
tales  on  the 
ground  that  the 
sheriff  was  a 
subscriber  to  a 
society  who 
were  the  prose^ 
cutors,  and  on 
issue  taken  on 
this  challenge, 
two  triers  were 
appointed  by 
the  Court,  who 
found  in  favour 
of  the  challenge, 
and  the  cause 
was  made  a  re- 
manet. 

Whether  the 
sheriff,  whose 
array  is  chal- 
lenged, is  a 
competent  wit- 
ness to  prove 
his  indifferency. 
Qusere. 


Rex  v.  Dolby. 

Indictment  for  a  libel.— Plea— Not  guiUy. 

This  was  a  special  jury  cause,  and,  on  the  case  being  called  on  for  trial 
only  three  special  jurors  appeared. 

Gumey,  for  the  prosecution,  prayed  a  tales. 

Scarlett^  fur  the  defendant,  challenged  the  array  of  the  tales,  on  the 
ground  that  John  Garratt,  Esq.,  one  of  the  sheriffs,  was  a  subscriber  to 
the  Constitutional  Association,  a  society  by  whom  this  prosecution  vas 
instituted,  and  he  cited  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Sheppard  (a). 

The  challenge  was  in  the  following  form : — 

''  And  hereupon  the  said  Thomas  Dolby  prays  judgment  of  the  panel  of 
the  tales  aforesaid,  because  he  says,  that  he  is  prosecuted  by  certain  pe^ 
sons,  styling  themselves  the  Constitutional  Association;  and  that  the  saiil 
panel  of  the  tales  has  been  made  by  William  Venables  and  John  Gamttt 
Esquires,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  he  says,  that  the  said 
John  Garratt,  Esquire,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  panel,  wtf 
one  of  the  subscribers  to  the  said  Association,  and  one  of  the  prosecuton 
of  this  indictment;  and  this  he  the  said  Thomas  Dolby  is  ready  to  verily, 
therefore  he  prays  judgment,  that  the  said  panel  may  be  quashed.*' 

Gurney. — I  take  issue  on  that  challenge. 

Abbott,  C.  J. — The  Court  appoints  triers.  That  course  was  adopted  it 
Maidstone,  some  years  ago.  There,  two  of  the  gentlemen  of  the  special 
jury  were  appointed  triers. 

The  Court  appointed  William  Fisher,  Esq.,  and  James  Tamplin,  Esq., 


(a)  1  Leach,  C.  C.  119.  In  that 
case  the  prisoner  had  been  con- 
victed of  a  larceny  in  stealing  two 
pounds  and  a  half  of  soap,  the  pro- 
perty of  William  Plomer  and  two 
others,  and  it  was  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  that  Mr.  Plomer,  one 
of  the  prosecutors,  was  sheriff;  but 


the  case  being  reserved  for  the 
opinion  of  the  twelve  judges,  it 
was  held  that  the  objection  came 
too  late  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and 
that  it  should  have  been  taken  by 
the  prisoner,  by  way  of  challenge 
to  the  jurors. 
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to  be  triers,  and  they  were  sworn  to  **  well  and  truly  try  whether  at  the  1821. 

time  of  the  making  of  the  panel  in  question,  John  Garratt,  Esq.,  was  one 
of  the  subscribers  to  the  Constitutional  Association,  and  one  of  the  prose- 
cutors of  this  indictment." 

Scarlelt,  for  the  defendant,  opened  his  case  on  the  affirmative  of  the 
challenge. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Nettlefold,  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  that 
when  he  attended  at  the  Crown  Office,  in  May,  1821,  to  reduce  the  spe- 
cial jury  in  this  case,  he  asked  Mr.  Murray,  the  solicitor  for  the  prosecution, 
for  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  Association,  having  been  told  by  him,  that  they 
were  the  prosecutors  of  this  indictment,  and  that  Mr.  Murray,  on  the  29th 
of  May,  sent  him  the  list  (which  he  produced),  in  which  was  the  name  of 
John  Garratt,  Esq.,  Alderman,  as  a  subscriber  of  5/.  5«.  Mr.  Nettlefold 
also  stated,  that  the  present  indictment  was  preferred  on  the  29th  of  May, 
1821. 

Gumeyt  for  the  prosecution,  addressed  the  triers,  and  proposed  to  shew 
that  Mr.  Sheriff  Garratt  had  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  Association. 

To  prove  this,  Mr.  Sheriff  Garratt  was  called. 

Scarlett, — I  apprehend  that  he  is  not  a  competent  witness;  he  is  an  in- 
terested person,  and  a  party  to  the  issue. 

Abbott,  C.  J. — As  no  authority  is  cited  on  either  side,  I  think  the 
safer  course  will  be  to  consider  the  witness  to  be  incompetent,  thpugh  I 
do  not  by  any  means  say  that  he  is  so,  and  I  wish  that  this  may  not  be 
considered  as  a  precedent,  to  be  acted  upon  hereafter. 

Mr.  Joseph  Bud  worth  Sharpe,  the  assistant  secretary  to  the  society,  and 
a  subscriber  to  it,  was  called. 

Scarlett  objected  to  his  evidence  being  received. 

Abbott,  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  I  ought  to  reject  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Sharpe. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  J.  B.  Sharpe,  that  Mr.SheriffGarratt  had  subscribed 
5/.  5«.  to  the  Association,  which  had  never  been  returned  to  him;  but 
Mr.  Sharpe  only  knew  of  his  having  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation, by  a  letter  which  he  had  seen. 

Scarlett,  in  reply.— It  appears  clearly  that  the  sheriff  was  a  member  of 
the  Association,  and  for  anything  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  he  may  be 
■o  now. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  (to  the  triers). — This  is  a  mere  question  of  facit.  It  is 
proved  that  Mr.  Sheriff  Garratt  was  a  member  of  this  Association,  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  those  who  wish  to  shew  that  he  is  not  so  now,  to  do  so  by 
clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 

The  triers  found  in  favour  of  the  challenge. 
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1821.  Abbott,  C.  J. — ^The  course  now  ii,  to  put  all  these  proceedings  on  the 

postea,  and  the  case  roust  stand  over. 

The  case  was  made  a  remanet. 

Gumey  and  llndal,  for  the  prosecution. 
Scarlett  and  Joshua  Evans,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — C,  Murray,  and  Nettlefold,'] 
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GLOUCESTER  ASSIZES, 

BEFORE  BARON  ROLFE. 


Begina  V.  Paul  Richmond. 

An  Indictment  INDICTMENT  On  the  Stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  34,  s.  10.  The 
that^the  prison-  ^^^  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner  on 

2crf*oniousiy  ^^^  *^*^  ^^^  ^^  August,  1843,  at  &c.  "  one  mould  in  and 
had  in  his  pes-  uDon  which  Said  mould  was  *  made  and  impressed  the  figure 

session  a  mould,         ,  ^  ._  .  i.,.,  ,7 

"upon  which  and  apparent  resemblance  of  one  of  the  sides,  that  is  to 
was  made^and  ^^7*  *^®  obvcrsc  sidc  of  the  Quccu's  currcut  silver  coin, 
impressed  the  called  a  sixpence,  knowingly  and  without  lawful  excuse, 
parent  resem-  feloniously  had  in  the  custody  of  him  the  said  Paul  Rich- 
obverse  side  of  mond  against  the  form  of  the  statute,'^  &c.  The  second 
hcTd  bad*^onle*  ^^^^^  ^^  precisely  similar,  only  substituting  the  word 
murrer,  as  not  "  reverse  "  for  the  word  "  obverse.'' 

sufficiently 
shewing  that 

witt^^^'hr*^"  (^^^^^9}  for  the  prisoner,  demurred  to  the  indictment, 
mould  at  the      ^ud  contended  that  it  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the 

time  when  the 

prisoner  had  it 

in  his  possession,  but  a  fresh  indictment  with  the  words  **  then  and  there  **  before  the  words 

*'  made  and  impressed"  was  held  good. 

Where  a  coining  mould  is  made  and  impressed  to  resemble  the  obverse  of  a  coin  which  is 
partly  defaced  by  wear,  the  indictment  should  be  in  the  form  above  mentioned  as  the  words  of 
8.  10  of  the  Stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  84,  as  to  moulds  to  resemble  part  of  the  obverse  of  a  coin  relate 
to  cases  where  several  moulds  put  together  would  make  the  obverse  of  the  coin. 

A  judgment  for  a  prisoner  on  demurrer  in  a  case  of  felony,  on  the  ground  that  the  indict- 
ment does  not  sufficiently  charge  the  felony,  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  good  indictment  for  the^ 
same  felony. 
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impression  was  on  the  mould  at  the  time  when  it  was  in         1843. 
the  possession  of  the  prisoner.     He  cited  the  case  of  Rex      ^^[^^^ 
V.  HortDeU(a).  ». 

Richmond. 

Daniel,  for  the  Crowu. — The  allegation  necessarily  im- 
ports that  the  impression  was  on  the  mould  whilst  it  was 
in  the  possession  of  the  prisoner. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  think  that  the  objection  is  fatal^  and  that 
judgment  must  be  given  for  the  prisoner. 

Judgment  for  the  prisoner. 


The  grand  jury  having  found  another  bill  against  the 
prisoner^  which  was  verbatim  the  same  as  above  men- 
tioned^ except  that  in  each  count  the  words  ^^then  and 
there  *^  were  inserted  at  the  *. 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner,  proposed  to  put  in  a  plea  in 
bar,  stating  the  former  indictment  and  the  judgment  in 
the  prisoner's  favour,  and  suggested  that  he  had  heard  a 
very  learned  Judge  intimate  that  he  thought  a  judg- 
ment on  demurrer  in  favour  of  a  prisoner  in  a  case  of  felony 
finaL 

RoLPE,  B. — The  ground  of  the  judgment  on  the  demur- 

(a)  1  Moo. CO.  R. 405,  and 6  C.&  to  be  forged)  the  said  bill  of  ex- 

P.148.   In  that  case  itwas  held  that  change,  with  intent,  &c.     It  was 

the  indictment  must  expressly  state  objected  that  the  count  was  bad, 

that  the  prisoner  uttered  the  ac-  fur  not  averring  that  the  prisoner 

ceptance.     There  the   indictment  uttered  the  forged  acceptance ;  and, 

alleged,  that  the  prisoner,  having  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  Judges, 

in  hifl  possession  a  certain  bill  of  upon  full  and  mature  consideration, 

exchange  (which  was  set  out),  with  held  that  the  count  was  bad,   as 

a  certain  forged  acceptance  on  the  it  was  possible  the  acceptance  might 

taid  bill,  which  was  also  set  out,  have  been  taken  off  the  bill  before 

afterwards  did  utter,  &c.  (then  and  the  prisoner  uttered  it. 
there  knowing  the  said  acceptance 

VOL.  I.  R  N,  P. 


V. 

Richmond. 
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1843.         rer  being  in  favour  of  the  prisoner  was,  that  the  former  io- 
Reoina       dictment  did  not  charge  any  felony.     The  prisoner  was 
only  discharged  of  the  premises  in  that  indictment  speci- 
fied, and  that  is  no  discharge  from  this  indictment  which 
does  charge  a  felony. 

The  prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty. 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner,  endeavoured  to  shew,  by  the 
cross-examination  of  Mr.  Powell,  that  the  mould  had  never 
had  a  complete  impression  on  it,  but  one  similar  to  a  six- 
pence much  worn. 

BoLFE,  B. — Is  that  material  ? 

Greaves. — ^Where  the  impression  is  imperfect,  the  indict- 
ment should  state  that  the  mould  was  impressed  with  the 
resemblance  of  part  of  one  of  the  sides  of  the  coin. 

BoLFE,  B. — The  words  of  the  10th  section  of  the  statute 
as  to  moulds  to  impress  a  resemblance  of  part  of  one  side 
of  a  coin  apply  to  cases  where  several  moulds  are  used  to 
make  one  side  of  a  coin,  not  to  cases  where  the  mould  con- 
tains the  whole  side  of  a  coin  which  has  been  partly  worn 
away  by  use. 

Verdict — ^Not  guDty. 

Daniel,  and  Keating,  for  the  prosecution. 
Greaves,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Powell^  and  Broume.'] 
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Begina  v.  Jones  and  Bick. 

MNov,  14^//. 
ANSLAUGHTEE.— The  grand  jury  had  ignored  the  An  inquUUion 

bill,  and  the  prisoners  were  tned  on  the  coroners  mqui-  er,  charged  that 

•ition,  which  charged  that,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1843,  „  ^^  c.  did""** 

at  Tetbury,  the  prisoners,  in  and  upon  Llewellin  Alley,  in  make  an  assault, 

the  peace,  &c.,  "  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  unlawfully,  did  a  certain  stick 

make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  William  Jones,  with  a  hehadandheid 

certain  stick  or  staff,  which  he,  the  said  William  Jones,  in  *°^  ^v  ^*!V 

•*''  '  '         a  certain  stick 

his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held,  and  the  said  or  cane  which 

James  Bick,  with  a  certain  stick  or  cane,  which  he,  the  said  held,  the  said 

James  Bick,  in  his  right  hand  then  and  there  had  and  held,  &;f*  he"!!"*"'*^' 

him,  the  said  L.  A.,  did  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  *"d  '^«'e  <**d 

/  f  .  ^^  ^'  strike  and  beat 

and  unlawfully  strike  and  beat  in  and  upon  the  head  of  him,  in  and  upon  the 
the  said  L.  A.,  thereby  then  and  there  giving  unto  him,  the  said  A.,  "there- 
said  L.  A.,  in  and  upon  his  head  divers  mortal  wounds,  ?7  ^^®"  ®."^ 

'  r  f   there  givmg 

bruises,  and  contusions,''  of  which  he  died.  *»»«>  *'  divers 

mortal  wounds f 

Greaves  objected  that  this  inquisition  ought  to  be  bad  as  not  suffi- 
quashed.  First,  it  stated  that  the  instrument  was  a  stick  to^Jihom  the*°^ 
or  staff:  now  no  rule  was  better  settled  than  that  every  ''^rd  "giving" 

,  ,    *     referred ;  and 

aTcrment  in  an  inquisition  must  be  direct  and  positive,  «emd/e,  that  the 

and  not  in  the  alternative.     He  cited  Rex  v.  Cooke  (a).  biowsTo  be* 

Secondly,  it  charged  the  beating,  by  each  prisoner,  with  ^rnative  with^a 

different  instruments  separately,  and  did  not  allege  that  the  "tick  or  staff  is 

also  bad. 

act  of  one  was  the  act  of  the  other  prisoner ;  and  there 
were  but  two  modes  in  which  several  prisoners  could  pro- 
periy  be  charged  as  principals,  ^hich  were,  either  by  charg- 
ing  all  jointly  with  doing  all  the  acts — the  acts  of  each  in 
a  common  purpose  being  the  acts  of  all,  in  point  of  law — 
or  by  charging  one  with  doing  all  the  acts,  and  then  aver- 
ring that  the  others  were  present,  aiding  and  assisting. 
Thirdly,  it  was  perfectly  uncertain  to  what  the  word  "  giv- 
ing'' referred,  whether  to  Jones  or  Bick,  or  both. 

Keating^  for  the  prosecution. — First,  the  words  stick  or 

{a)  7  C.  and  P.  559. 

a2 
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1843.  staff  mean  the  same  thing.  Secondly,  no  authority  has 
been  cited  to  shew  that  the  charge  must  be  joint ;  if  the 
same  indictment  charged  two  persons  with  stealing  differ- 
ent articles  at  the  same  time  and  place,  it  would  be  good. 
Thirdly,  "  giving''  plainly  refers  both  to  the  prisoner  Bick 
and  to  the  prisoner  Jones. 

Greaves. — All  the  objections  are  unanswered,  and  the 
second  is  clearly  good;  indeed  the  instance  of  larcenyi 
put  on  the  other  side,  clearly  shews  it  to  be  so.  Suppoie 
a  count  charged  A.  with  stealing  a  horse,  and  B.  with 
stealing  a  cow,  it  would  clearly  be  bad ;  and  this  is,  if  pos- 
sible, a  stronger  case;  for  after  charging  blows  inflicted 
by  each  with  different  weapons,  it  charges  the  death  to 
have  arisen  from  all  the  blows,  leaving  it  quite  in  doubt  to 
what  the  death  is  to  be  ascribed,  and  not  shewing  that  the 
blows  of  the  one  were,  either  in  point  of  law  or  fact,  tiie 
blows  of  the  other.  The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Deveit  (i)  is  pre- 
cisely in  point  in  principle,  for  though  there  the  striking 
by  each  of  the  prisoners  was  stated  on  a  different  day,  yet 
the  ground  of  the  decision  was,  that  the  inquisition  did 
not  shew  that  the  prisoners  both  joined  in  the  striking; 
and  so  here  the  inquisition  would  be  proved,  although  it 
turned  out  that  Jones  struck  a  blow,  and  went  away,  and 
that  Bick  afterwards,  in  his  absence,  struck  another  blow. 

Rolfs,  B. — I  will  consider  of  these  points. 

BoLFE,  B.,  (on  the  next  day),  said — I  think  this  inqui- 
sition is  clearly  bad  upon  the  last  point  taken ;  although, 
when  I  heard  the  objection  taken,  I  did  not  think  it  fatal, 
yet  having  had  an  opportunity  since  of  reading  the  inqui- 
sition, I  am  now  satisfied  that  it  must  prevail.  I  am  also 
disposed  to  think  that  there  is  great  weight  in  the  first 

objection. 

Inquisition  quased  (c). 

(b)  8  C.  and  P.  639.  8itionthatA.,B.,andC.,felonioaiIf 

(c)  In  Heyden't  cate,  4  Rep.  42,      wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore^ 
in  which  it  was  averred  in  the  inqui-      thought,  made  an  assault  upon  S.^^ 
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Keating  and  Cooke,  for  the  prosecution. 
Greaves  and  Carter,  for  the  prisoners. 


[Attoniies— Patf/,  and  Carter.'] 
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and  then  and  there  feloniously 
•track  the  said  S.,  and  then  and 
there  gave  the  said  8.  a  mortal 
woondt  it  was  held  sufficient ;  and 
in  the  same  case  it  was  held  that,  if 
the  mortal  wound  is  giren  on  one 
day,  and  the  death  be  on  another, 
and  the  inquisition  charge  an  aider 
and  abettor  with   being    present, 


aiding,  &c.,  on  the  first  day,  it  b 
bad ;  hut  it  was  resolved  that,  to 
conclude  that  the  aider  committed 
the  murder  on  the  last  day  was 
sufficient ;  hut  the  better  form  is  to 
conclude  that  he  committed  the 
murder  '^  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid.** 


Regina  t;.  Peters. 

XjABtCENY. — ^The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  If  a  person 

1 J  V    •  i_  *      •  J  1  •%      *  drop  any  chat- 

golden  chain^  one  breast-pm^  and  one  eye-glass  and  pm^  lei,  and  anothec 


the  property  of  Henry  Bulkeley. 


find  it  and  take 
it  away  with  the 

It  appeared  that  Mrs.  Bulkeley  went  into  her  s^arden.  intention  of  ap- 

,...,,  ,  ,  propriatlng  it  to 

adjoining  to  the  house,  to  walk,  and,  on  her  return  into  the  bis  own  use,  and 
house,  missed  the  articles  in  question,  which  had  been  upon  beJiusVa  re- 
her  dress  when  she  went  out  walking.     The  prisoner  was  T^^^  "  ?5*'*?* 

o  *  he  18  guilty  of 

employed  about  the  premises  on  the  day  in  question,  and,  larceny. 
by  the  direction  of  the  prosecutor,  had  walked  through  the  in  which  a  party 
garden,  in  company  with  the  gardener,  immediately  after  ©f  another  c*an* 
Mrs.  Bulkeley  had  returned  into  the  house :  and  another  be  justified  in 

"^  '  appropriating  it 

gold  ornament^  missed  at  the  same  time  with  those  in-  to  his  own  use 
duded  in  the  indictment^  was  founds  upon  search  being  owner  cannot  be 
made  by  Mr.  Bulkeley  at  a  spot  in  the  garden,  by  which  [?"«»;  be  feirij 
the  prisoner  had  passed.     The  prisoner  made  no  mention  •****  ^^^  ^^^ 

*  *^  ^  *■  ^  owner  has 

to  the  gardener  of  having  found  anything,  and  as  soon  as  abandoned  it. 
he  had  finished  the  work  Mr.  Bulkeley  had  directed  him  find  the  chattel 
to  do,  which  occupied  about  a  quarter  of  an  hour,  he  went  do^noUmme*!^ 

diately  bring  it 
to  the  owner  in  the  hope  that  by  bringing  it  on  the  next  day  he  may  receive  a  present  for  so 
doing;  whether  this  is  a  larceny— qusre  ? 
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1843.         away  from  the  house.     Mr.  Bulkeley  caused  the  los9  to  be 
cried  the  same  evening  and  the  following  momingy  and 
offered   £2  reward   to   any  person  who  had  found  the 
articles.     On  the  following  mornings  the  prisoner  went  to 
the  crier  and  stated^  that  he  knew  a  person  who  had  found 
the  things,  and  took  the  crier  to  his  housc^  fetched  them 
down  stairs  and  gave  them  to  the  crier^  with  directions  t0 
go  to  Mr.  Bulkeley's  with  them,  but  not  to  deliver  them 
up  unless  the  reward  of  £2  was  paid.     His  wife,  in  his 
presence,  said  that  she  found  them  in  a  street  in  Chelten- 
ham, a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  prosecutor's ;  and  the 
prisoner,  on  two  subsequent  occasions,  stated  that  he  found 
them  in  two  other  places,  neither  being  the  garden.     The 
crier  went  to  the  prosecutor's,  and  refused  to  deliver  up 
the  things,  and  afterwards  the  prisoner  himself  went  aod 
refused  to  deliver  them  unless  the  reward  was  paid,  whidi 
Mr.  Bulkeley  refused,  as  he  thought  the  prisoner  ought  to 
have  brought  them  to  the  house,  and  had  been  guilty  of 
stealing  in  taking  them  away.     Mr.  Bulkeley  had  made 
inquiries  after  the  prisoner  at  his  master's,  but  had  not 
found  him  on  the  day  of  the  loss. 

Greaves,  in  his  opening,  cited  the  cases  of  Merry  ^• 
Green  {a)  ^  and  Regina  v.  Kerr{b),  and  submitted  that  i^ 
was  the  duty  of  the  prisoner  immediately  to  have  take^ 
the  articles  to  the  house,  and  made  inquiries  as  to  tho 
owners.  That  although  no  case  had,  perhaps,  gone  tb^ 
length  of  deciding  the  point,  yet  he  submitted,  that  if  tbc 
prisoner  took  the  articles  away  with  the  intent  of  keepioS 
them  in  order  to  obtain  any  reward  that  might  be  offered 
for  their  restoration,  and  intending  not  to  restore  thei>* 
unless  he  received  such  reward;  that  he  was  guilty  of  Ift*^ 
ceny,  as  he  was  assuming  a  dominion  over  them,  and  de»l' 
ing  with  them  in  a  manner  wholly  inconsistent  with  ib^ 

(a)  7   M.    &  W.  (323,    cilod  2       seq.,  and  Jcrv.  Aich.Othcd.p.l^ 
Grcav.  Ed.  of  Russ.  C.  M.  15  et  (6)  8  C.  &  T.  176. 
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property  of  the  prosecutor  in  them^  who  was  entitled  to  the         1843. 
possession  of  them  at  all  times. 

RoLFE^  B. — If  a  man  is  possessed  of  a  chattel^  he  does 
not  lose  the  property  in  it  because  he  places  or  drops 
it  in  a  field.  Nay^  if  he  drop  it  in  a  street^  it  still  remains 
his  property.  The  only  case  where  a  party  can  be  justified 
in  converting  it  to  his  own  use  is,  where  it  has  fallen  or 
dropped  where  a  party  may  fairly  say  the  owner  has 
abandoned  it ;  or  if  the  party  cannot  be  found  to  whom  it 
belonged.  If  I  had  an  apple,  and  dropped  it,  it  might  be 
presumed  that  I  abandoned  it;  but  if  I  drop  £500,  the 
presumption  is,  that  I  do  not  mean  to  abandon  it.  If  I 
drop  a  thing  where  there  is  no  reasonable  means  of  finding 
out  that  it  belongs  to  me,  then,  though  I  am  found  out  to 
be  the  owner,  the  party  finding  it  would  not  be  guilty  of 
felony  if  he  converted  it  to  his  own  use;  though  he  would 
be  liable  to  an  action  of  trover.  But  it  is  perfectly  well 
known  that,  if  a  person  leave  any  thing  in  a  stage  coach, 
if  the  owner  can  be  found  by  inquiry,  the  party  finding  the 
thing,  and  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use,  is  guilty  of  lar- 
ceny. So,  if  it  is  found  in  a  street,  and  there  is  any  mark  by 
which  the  owner  can  be  discovered.  So,  in  the  case  where 
a  gold  ornament  is  found  at  the  door  of  a  house,  it  is  ridicu- 
lous to  say  that  any  person  picking  it  up  would  not  suppose 
that  it  belonged  to  the  owner  of  the  house.  There  are  two 
questions  here,  first,  did  the  prisoner  pick  the  things  up  ? 
Secondly,  with  what  intention  did  he  take  up  the  chain, 
and  take  it  to  his  own  house?  The  picking  it  up  might  be 
the  most  innocent  act  in  the  world ;  but  what  does  he  do 
with  it?  He  takes  it  home.  Did  he  or  not  take  it  home 
with  the  intention  of  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use ;  or 
did  he  take  it  home  with  the  intention  of  finding  the  true 
owner  ?  If  the  latter,  he  is  not  guilty.  If  he  took  it  up, 
and  did  not  immediately  bring  it  to  the  prosecutor,  in  the 
hopes  that,  by  coming  next  day,  he  would  get  a  present  of 
iS5^  perhaps  it  might  not  amount  to  a  larceny.     If  he  took 
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it  away  with  the  intention  to  appropriate  it,  and  only  re- 
stored it  because  the  reward  was  offered,  it  is  clear  that  he 
is  guilty  of  felony.  Are  you  satisfied  that  he  took  it  home, 
either  intending  to  sell  it,  or  to  get  a  reward  if  one  was  of- 
fered ?    If  so,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny. 


Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 


Verdict — Guilty. 


[Kiioxme^r-WiUiams  8f  Griffiths.'] 


A  prisoner  was 
before  a  magis- 
trate, on  a 
charge  of  felony, 
and,  after  tlie 
examination  of 
the  witnesses 
against  him, 
the  magistrate 
said  to  him, 
**  Be  sure  you 
say  nothing  but 
the  truth,  or  it 
will  be  taken 
agunst  you,  and 
may  be  given  in 
evidence  against 
you  at  your 
trial :"— J»<W, 
that  this  did  not 
exclade  the 
prisoner*s  state- 
ment from  being 
given  in  evi- 
dence. 


Regina  V.  Holmes. 

JlIaPE. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  feloniously 
ravished  Mary  Stait,  on  the  5th  of  October,  1843. 

It  appeared  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  examinations 
against  the  prisoner  before  the  committing  magistrate,  the 
prisoner  began  to  make  a  statement,  when  the  magistrate 
said  to  him,  "  Be  sure  you  say  nothing  but  the  truth,  or  it 
will  be  taken  against  you,  and  may  be  given  in  evidence 
against  you  at  your  trial.'^ 

Ht/ddleston,  for  the  prisoner,  objected  that  this  statement 
was  inadmissible. 

Greaves. — The  only  proper  question  is,  whether  the 
words  said  to  the  prisoner  had  any  tendency  to  induce 
him  to  make  a  false  statement.  Here  the  prisoner  volun- 
teers a  statement,  and  is  cautioned  not  to  state  any  thing 
that  is  false.  The  case  of  Rea:  v.  Court  (a),  is  expressly  in 
point. 


RoLFE,  B. — I  am  glad  to  find  that  there  is  such  an 
authority;  there  are  some  previous  cases  the  other  way, 
where  it  was  held,   that  it  was  an  inducement  to  tell  a 


(<i)  7  C.  &  P.  486. 
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prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  to  tell  the  truth.     I  think 
this  statement  admissible. 

The  prisoner's  statement  was  received  in  evidence. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Griffiths,  and  Browne, 2 


Beoina  v.  Dent. 

J?ALSE  pretences. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  The  money  of 
charged^  that  the  defendant  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  unlawfully  did  whose  rules  **^ 
falsely  pretend  to  Frederick  Elsworthy,  "  that  the  wife  of  ^olieVwas  ke  t 
him,  the  said  Robert  Dent,  was  then  dead."     By  means  of  >"  *  ^^^*  ^^ 
which  he  obtained  from  the  said  F.  E.,   [silver  coin  to  the  of  the  stewards 
amount  of  3/.  15*.],  of  the  monies  of  the  said  F.  E.,  with  hadiieys^^  the 
intent  to  defraud  F.  E.,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  <I«f«nf»nton 

'  the  false  pre- 

said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Dent  was  not  then  dead,  as  he,  tence  that  his 

wife  was  dead 

the  said  B.  D.,  then  well  knew.  The  second  count  was  si-  which  pretence 
milar,  only  adding,  all  through  it,  the  words  "  and  others  "  eierk  ofthe  lo! 
after  the  name  of  Frederick  Elsworthy.     The  third  count  f*«^  '^^  ^*»« 

hearing  of  E., 

stated,  that  there  was  a  friendly  society,  called  "The  George  obtained  from 
and  Dragon  Friendly  Society,^^  and  that  the  defendant  outofVe*box' 
was  a  free  member  of  it :  and  that,  when  a  free  member's  £^;T^*'?» 

'  '  that  m  an  in- 

wife  died,  he  was,  by  the  rules  of  the  society,  entitled  to  re-  dictment  the 

.  Ti-n-n  pretence  might 

ceive  £o  from  the  society's  stock ;  and  that  F.  E.  was  one  be  laid  as  made 
of  the  stewards  of  the  society,  and  that  the  defendant  pro-  money*"he^ pro- 
duced to  F.  E.  a  paper  writing,  [which  was  set  out,]  and  P®Jy*j["?; 
falsely  pretended  to  F.  E.  that  the  paper  writing  was  age-  obuined  from 

E. 

The  first  count  in  an  indictment  described  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  and  the  third  count 
mentioned  "the  said  wife  "  of  the  defendant : — Heldf  that  this  sufSciently  referred  to  the  per- 
son mentioned  as  his  wife  in  (he  first  C4)unt. 

Ad  indictment  stated,  that,  by  the  rules  of  a  benefit  society,  every  free  member  was  entitled  to 
j£5  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  that  the  defendant  falsely  pretended  that  a  paper,  which  he  pro- 
duced, was  genuine,  and  contained  a  true  account  of  his  wife's  death  and  burial,  and  that  he/ttr- 
tker  falsely  pretended  that  he  was  entitled  to  £5  from  the  society,  by  virtue  of  their  rules,  in 
coofleqnence  of  the  death  of  his  wife.  By  means  of  which  "  lati'mentioned  false  pretence  "  he 
obtained  money  i~^Heldf  good. 
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nuine  paper  writing,  and  contained  a  true  account  of  the 
death  and  burial  of  the  defendant's  wife;  sxid  further  {aiselj 
pretended  that  his  (the  defendant's)  wife  was  then  dead, 
and  that^  as  such  free  member^  he  was  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  stewards  of  the  society,  the  sum  of  £o  by  yirtae 
of  their  rules,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  his  wife.  ''By 
the  means  of  which  said  last-mentioned  false  pretence  he  ob- 
tained yrawi  F.  E,,  [the  silver  coin,  as  before,]  "of  the 
monies  of  the  said F,  E\  and  others''  with  intent  to  cheat 
and  defraud  the  said  F.  E,y  and  others,  of  the  same^  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  &c.  [negativing  the  false  pretences 
stated  in  this  count;]  and  that  the  defendant  ''well  knew, 
at  the  time  when  he  did  so  falsely  pretend  as  last  aforesaid, 
that  each  and  every  of  the  said  pretences  were  false  (a).'* 


(fl)  The  third  count  in  the  indict- 
ment was  in  the  following  form : — 

"  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  offence 
in  this  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  there  was  a  certain 
Friendly  Society,  commonly  called 
*  The  George  and  Dragon  Friendly 
Society,'  and  that  the  said  Robert 
Dent  was  then  and  there  a  free 
member  of  the  said  society,  and 
that  by  the  rules  of  the  said  so- 
ciety, it  was  amongst  other  things 
provided,  that  when  any  free  mem- 
ber's wife  dies,  such  member  shall 
be  allowed  £5  out  of  the  society's 
stock,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid.  And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oaths  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  the  offence  in  this  count 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  the 
said  Frederick  I^^ls  worthy  was  one  of 


the  stewards  of  the  said  societv* 
And  the  jurora  aforesaid,  upon  theif 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  pretentt 
that  the  said  Robert  Dent  bein^ 
such  member  of  the  said  society 
aforesaid,   on    the   day  and 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid » 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  pro- 
duce to  the  said   Frederick   EUi- 
worthy,  so  being  such  steward  as 
aforesaid,  a  certain  paper  writiag 
directed  to  one  George  Hitchinga, 
Stoke  Gifford,  near  Bristol,  paid; 
and  which  said  paper  writing  then 
was  in  the  words  and  figures  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say: — '  London, 
November  the  8th,  1843.— 5ir,  I 
received  your  letter  this  morning, 
and  was  sorry  to  state  that  we  did 
not  send  the  particulars  to  you  in 
the  last  letter  we  sent.  She  (mean- 
ing the  said  wife  of  the  said  Robert 
Dent)  died  October  the  18th,  and 
was  buried  on   Monday,  23rd,  at 
the     Baptis     (meaning    Baptist) 
ChappeUj    in    New    Pye    Street, 
Westminster,  London.  I  hope  this 
will  find  you  in  perfect  health  as  it 
leaves  us  all  at  present.     So  I  con- 
clude, w^ith  kind  love  to  you  and 
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all  her  enqmreing  friends.  Please  to 
deliver  this  to  Mr.  Rohert  Dent 
This  is  to  certify,  that  I,  T.  Henry 
Newcoxnhe  atended  (meaning  at- 
tended) the  funeral  of  Martha  Dent, 
on  the  23rd  day  of  October,  being 
the  minister  of  the  Baptist  Chap^ 
pellj  in  New  Pie  Street,  Westmin- 
ster,  London,'  And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present  that  the  said 
Robert  Dent,  so  being  such  free 
member  of  the  society  as  aforesaid, 
then  and  there  unlawfully,  know- 
ingly, and  designedly,  did  falsely 
pretend  to  the  said  Frederick  Els- 
worthy,  so  being  such  steward  of 
the  said  society  as  aforesaid,  that 
the  said  paper  writing  was  a  true, 
conrect,  and  genuine  paper  writing, 
and  that  the  same  contained  a  tnie, 
correct,  and  genuine  account  of  the 
death  of  the  said  wife  of  the  said 
Robert  Dent,  and  of  her  burial  at 
the  Baptist  Chapel,  in  New  Pye 
Street,  Westminster,  London ;  and 
that  the  said  Robert  Dent,  so  being 
such  free  member  as  aforesaid,  did 
then  and  there  further  unlawfully, 
knowingly,  and  designedly,  falsely 
pretend  to  the  said  Frederick  Els- 
worthy,  so  being  such  steward  of 
the  said  society  as  aforesaid,  that 
the  said  wife  of  the  said  Robert 
Dent  was  then  dead,  and  that  he 
the  said  Robert  Dent,  as  such  free 
member  as  aforesaid,  was  then  and 
there  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
stewards  of  the  said  society,  the 
sum  of  £5,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  rules  of  the  said  society,  in 
consequence  of  the  death  of  his 
said  wife.  By  means  of  which 
said  last-mentioned  false  pretence, 
the  said    Robert  Dent    did  then 


and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from 
the  said  Frederick  Elsworthy,  two 
pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of 
this  realm,  called  crowns,  ^describ- 
ing silver  and  copper  coins  to  the 
amount  of  3/.  15«.],  of  the  monies 
of  the   said  Frederick  Elsworthy 
and  others,  with  intent  then  and 
there   to   cheat   and  defraud    the 
said    Frederick    Elsworthy,    and 
others,   of  the   same:   whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  paper 
writing  was  not  a  true,  correct",  or 
genuine  paper  writing ;  and  where- 
as in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  pa- 
per did  not  contain  a  true,  correct, 
or  genuine  account  of  the  death  of 
the  said  wife  of  the  said    Robert 
Dent,  or  of  her  burial  at  the  Bap- 
tist   Chapel,    New    Pye    Street, 
Westminster,  London  ;  and  where- 
as in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said 
wife  of  the  said  Robert  Dent  was 
not  then   dead  ;   and  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact  the  said  Robert 
Dent,   as   such    free  member   as 
aforesaid,  was  not  then  entitled  to 
receive  from   the  stewards  of  the 
said  society  the  sum  of  £5,  or  to 
any  other  sum  whatever,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  said  rules  of  the 
said  society,  in  consequence  of  the 
death  of  his  said  wife.     And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present  that 
the  said  Robert  Dent  well  knew,  at 
the  time  when  he  did  so  falsely 
pretend  as  last  aforesaid,  that  each 
and  every  of  the  said  pretences 
were  false;   to  wit,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity." 
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1843.  rick  Elsworthy  was  one  of  the  stewards ;  and  that  the  mo- 
nies of  the  society  were  kept  in  a  box,  of  which  Elsworthji 
another  steward^  and  the  landlord  of  the  inn  where  the  box 
was  kept^  had  each  keys.  It  further  appeared^  that  the  de- 
fendant was  a  free  member  of  the  society,  the  rales  of 
which  had  not  been  inrolled.  A  printed  book,  containing 
the  rules,  was  produced ;  and  it  was  proved  that  a  printed 
book  of  the  same  kind  had  been  delivered  to  the  defendant, 
who  had  been  a  member  of  the  society  for  more  than  a  year, 
and  had  paid  his  subscriptions.     Upon  this  evidence, 

RoLFE,  B.  held,  that  the  book  was  admissible  in  evidence 
against  the  prisoner. 

By  one  of  the  rules,  every  free  member,  whose  wife  died, 
was  entitled  to  be  paid  £6  out  of  the  funds  of  the  society; 
and  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  stated  to  the  clerk  o; 
the  society  that  his  wife  was  dead,  and  had  been  told  by 
the  clerk  that  he  must  produce  a  certificate  of  her  burial* 
It  further  appeared  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  stewards  and^ 
clerk,  he  produced  the  document  set  out  in  the  third  counts 
of  the  indictment,  and  said  to  the  clerk,  in  the  presence  of 
Elsworthy  and  the  other  stewards,  that  his  wife  was  dead^ 
the  document  was  read  by  the  clerk,  and  thereon  Elsworthy 
took  £5  out  of  the  box,  and  gave  it  to  the  prisoner.  Els-* 
worthy  stated  that  he  was  induced  to  part  with  the  monejr 
by  the  certificate,  and  that  he  should  not  have  given  it  to 
the  prisoner  without  the  certificate.  Evidence  was  giveiB. 
to  shew  that  the  prisoner's  wife  was  alive,  and  that  th9 
statements  in  the  certificate  were  false,  and  that  the  certi-' 
ficate  was  fabricated  by  the  prisoner. 

Keating,  for  the  defendant,  submitted,  that  neither  th^ 
first  nor  second  count  was  proved :  as  it  was  not  the  state-' 
ment  of  the  wife's  death  that  induced  Elsworthy  to  part; 
with  the  money,  but  the  certificate. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  think  the  pretence  is  that  the  wife  is  dead^ 
the  certificate  is  only  evidence  of  it. 
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Keating. — ^The  pretence  is  laid  to  have  been  made  to 
Elsworthy ;  the  evidence  is  that  it  was  made  to  the  clerk. 

BoLFE^  B. — ^The  pretence  is  made^  in  Elsworthy^s  pre- 
sence^ to  all  there ;  that  is  sufficient.  I  am  inclined  to 
think,  however,  that  it  would  have  been  good  if  it  had  been 
stated  to  have  been  made  to  all. 

Keating. — ^The  money  is  not  obtained  from  Elsworthy. 

RoLFE,  B. — It  is  paid  by  the  hand  of  Elsworthy,  and  he 
is,  for  this  purpose,  the  agent  of  the  others. 

Keating. — ^The  property  is  not  properly  laid. 

BoLFE,  B. — The  money  is  in  the  possession  of  Elsworthy 
And  the  two  others,  who  had  keys ;  that  is  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  counts  laying  the  money  as  the  money  of  Elsworthy 
tt^d  others. 

The  jury  having  returned  a  general  verdict  of  Guilty, 

JCeating  suggested  that  the  first  count  was  not  proved. 

Creaves. — The  money  was  actually  in  Elsworthy's  hand; 
thiM;,  as  against  a  wrongdoer,  is  sufficient  to  support  that 
coxint. 

HoLFE,  B. — I  think  a  general  verdict  should  be  entered. 

Verdict — Guilty  generally. 

W.  H,  Cooke,  on  the  following  morning,  moved  in  arrest 
^f  judgment,  on  the  grounds  that  the  first  two  counts  were 
^  general,  and  did  not  shew  in  what  way  the  pretence 
^^d  operate  so  as  to  obtain  the  money,  and  that  the  last 
^tint  mentioned  *'  the  said  wife "  of  the  defendant,  and 
^^  connt  did  not  state  that  the  prisoner  had  a  wife. 

ioLFB,  B. — It  refers  to  the  wife  mentioned  in  the  other 
f^*  K  Cooke. — ^There  are  several  pretences  stated  in  the 
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1813.  last  county  and  then  the  count  alleges^  that^  by  means  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  false  pretence,  the  money  was  ob- 
tained. 

BoLFE,  B. — ^What  is  the  last  pretence  mentioned  ? 

W.  H.  Cooke. — That  the  defendant  pretended  that  he 
was  entitled  to  receive  £5  from  the  stewards  of  the  said  so- 
ciety, nnder  and  by  virtue  of  the  rules  of  the  said  society, 
in  consequence  of  the  death  of  his  said  wife. 

RoLFE,  B. — That  is  perfectly  correct.    The  count  states 
several  things,  and  then  concludes  with  a  statement  of  that 
pretence,  which  is,  in  truth,  the  pretence  whereby  the 
money  was   obtained.     That  count  is  clearly  good ;   and. 
that,  being  so,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  upom. 
the  others. 

Greaves^  for  the  prosecution. 

Keating  and  W.  H,  Cooke,  for  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  was  sentenced  to 
imprisonment. 

[Attorniea — Latchanif  and  Browne,^ 


WORCESTER  ASSIZES. 


Regina  t.  George  Baker. 
An  Indictment    ATTEMPTING  to  discharge  loaded  arms.— The  first 

which  ch&rffCfl 

that  the  prison-  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  that  the  prisoner,  in  and 
aMauited'j!*H.   ^P^^^  ^^^  John  Haines,in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  lady 

and  by  feloni- 
ously "  drawing  the  trigger  of  a  certain  pistol,  loaded  with  gunpowder  and  a  leaden  bullet,  then 
and  there  feloniously  and  maliciously  did  attempt  to  discharge  Me  taidpitiol  at  the  said  J.  H.," 
with  intent  to  murder  him,  is  good,  without  stating,  that  "  the  said  pistol "  was  **  so  loaded  ai 
aforesaid." 

If  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  feloniously  attempting  to  discharge  a  loaded  pistol  at  an- 
other, by  drawing  the  trigger,  the  jury  think  that  the  pistol  was  not  so  primed  ani  loaded  that 
it  could  go  off,  they  should  acquit  the  prisoner,  and  ought  not  to  find  him  guilty  of  an  aaaalt 
nnder  the  11th  section  of  the  sut.  7  WilL4  &  1  Vict.  c.  S5. 
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the  Queen,  then  and  there  being,  feloniously,  unlawfully,         1843. 

and  maliciously  did  make  an  assault,   and  by  then  and 

there  feloniously  drawing  the  trigger  of  a  certain  pistol 

loaded  with  gunpowder  and   a  leaden  bullet,  then  and 

there  feloniously,  unlawfully,  and  maliciously  did  attempt 

to  discharge  the  said  pistol  at  the  said  J.  H.,  with  intent 

in  so  doing,  thereby  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully, 

and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  to  kill  and  murder  the 

said  J.  H.,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,'^  &c.     The 

other  counts  varied  the  intent. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prisoner,  before  the  case  for  the 
pn)secution  was  opened,  objected  that  the  indictment  was 
bad,  for  not  averring,  that  at  the  time  of  attempting  to 
discharge  the  pistol,  it  was  loaded.  The  words  "  the  said 
pistoF'  are  words  of  reference  merely,  and  not  of  descrip- 
tion^ and  will  not  suffice  without  an  averment  that  it  was 
"  so  loaded  as  aforesaid/' 

RoLFE,  B. — I  think  the  indictment  is  sufficient;  for  it 

states,  that,  by  pulling  the  trigger  of  a  pistol  loaded  with 

powder  and  ball,  the  prisoner  attempted  to  discharge  the 

^oid  pistol.     That  must  mean,  he  attempted  to  discharge 

the  contents  of  the  pistol.    The  objection,  however,  is  open 

to  you  on  arrest  of  judgment. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  pistol  flashed  in 
^^  pan,  but  with  a  very  faint  flash,  not  more  than  would 
^  produced  by  the  striking  of  the  flint  and  steel ;  it  was 
^^fterwards  examined,  and  found  to  be  loaded  with  gun- 
powder  and  a  piece  of  lead.  It  was  admitted  by  the  wit- 
Jiesses  that  there  must  have  been  a  very  small  quantity  of 
priming  in  the  pan,  if  any  at  all. 

Buddleston  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner,  and 
^'pied  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  unless 
^uey  were  satisfied  that  the  pistol  was  in  such  a  state  that 
It  would  go  off  J  and  that  the  evidence  was,  that  there  was 
J»o  priming,  and  that  the  light  seen  by  the  witness  was 
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1843.  produced  by  the  flint  aloue ;  and  that  under  no  circum- 
stances could  the  pistol  have  gone  off  in  that  state.  He 
also  contended,  that,  even  if  they  thought  the  prisoner  had 
made  an  assault  upon  the  prosecutor,  they  might  find 
him  guilty  of  that,  as  the  charge  was  one  which  included 
an  assault. 

EoLFE,  B.  (in  summing  up). — You  must  consider  whe- 
ther the  pistol,  was  in  such  a  state  of  loading  that,  under 
ordinary  circumstances,  it  would  have  gone  off,  but  that 
from  some  accidental  cause,  the  nature  of  which  we  can- 
not discover,  it  in  fact  did  not  go  off.  The  statute  under 
which  the  prisoner  is  indicted  (7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85, 
sect.  8)  will  then  apply,  for  unless  the  statute  were  held 
to  apply  to  cases  of  this  kind,  as  well  as  those  in  which 
fire-arms  are  actually  discharged,  it  would  be  absurd. 
The  question  for  your  consideration  is,  was  the  priming 
and  loading  of  the  pistol  such,  that,  in  the  natural  and 
ordinary  course  of  things,  it  would  have  gone  off?  If  you 
think  it  was,  you  must  find  the  prisoner  guilty.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contends,  that  you  may 
find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  a  common  assault,  but  that  I 
think  you  cannot  do.  Tf  presenting  a  pistol  at  a  person^ 
and  pulling  the  trigger  of  it,  is  an  assault  at  all,  certainly, 
in  the  case  where  the  pistol  is  loaded,  it  must  be  taken  to 
be  an  attempt  to  discharge  the  pistol  with  intent  to  do  some 
bodily  injury ;  that  is,  it  must  amount  to  the  offence  laid  in 
one  or  other  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment,  according  as 
you  are  of  opinion  the  intention  of  the  prisoner  was. 
There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  middle  kind  of  intent  that 

can  be  suggested. 

Verdict — Not  guilty  (a), 

Allen,  for  the  prosecution. 
Huddleston,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Corsery  and  Boy  cot  ^  LucyJ] 

(a)  See  the  cases  of  Blake  v,      r.  Si.  George ^  Id.  p.  493 ;    and 
Barnard,  9  C.  &  P.  626;    Regina      Regina  v.  Oxford,  Id.  p.  625. 
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COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


Siiiings  in  London  after  Hilary  Term,  1844. 


BEFOBE    LORD   D£NMAN,  C.  J. 


1844. 
Innes  t?.  Wylib  and  Others.  "^     "*     ' 

1  Feh.  22nd. 

ASSAULT. — The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants.  Any  society 
on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1843,  "assaulted  the  plain-  IllltlslSy^which 
tiff,  he  then  being  a  member  of  a  certain  society  of  persons  ^^^  admission 

1  _*_ „  .  .  •'         *r  gj^j  expulsion 

«wnilly  and  voluntarily  associated  together,  and  called  and  of  its  members 
known  by  the  name  of  '  The  Caledonian  Society  of  Lon-  faTed^  and' the' 
don/  he  the  plaintiflF  then  being  about  to  enter  into  a  ^^form'tr*^ 
certain  room  situated  in  and  forming  part  of  a  certain  t^ose  rules ;  but 

1  v3    X  where  there  is 

hotel  or  public-house  called  and  known  by  the  name  of  not  any  pro- 

Badley's  Hotel,  and  situated  in  the  city  of  London,  for  the  aiVthe  members 

pwpose  of  attending  at,  and  partaking  of,  a  public  general  ?^^^^  society 

nweting  and  dinner  of  the  members  of  the  said  society  interest,  and 

^hich  was  then  about  to  be  held  and  take  place  in  the  no  rule  as  to 

«aid  room,  and  into  which  said  room  the  said  plaintiflF  as  "a^olftyVay! 

•nch  member  of  the  said  society  as  aforesaid  then  was  law-  ^x  resolution, 

M,.  ^  "  remove  any 

rally  entitled  and  then  had  a  legal  right  to  enter,  for  the  member;  but, 
pnrpose  of  attending  at,  and  partaking  of,  the  said  public  done,  notice 
general  meeting  and  dinner  of  the  members  of  the  said  '""*?  ^^%^^^^ 

°  to  him  to  an- 

swer the  charge 
made  against 
''^1  tnd  an  opportunity  given  to  him  for  making  his  defence  ;  where,  therefore,  a  member  of 
ll^"  >  society  bad  used  menacing  language  towards  another  member  of  the  society,  and  for 
^*  I  majority  of  a  general  meeting  of  the  society  voted  that  he  should  no  longer  be  considered 
taeniber  of  the  society,  but  did  not  give  him  any  notice  of  the  intention  to  take  his  conduct 
UHl^coDiideration,  or  any  opportunity  of  makin-x  his  defence  :—J^e/J,  that  this  expulsion  was 
**ilid,  and  that  he  was  still  a  member  of  the  society. 

4  policeman  prerented  a  member  of  a  society  from  entering  the  society's  room  : — Held^  that, 
'^^  policeman  was  wholly  passive,  and  merely  obstructed  bis  entrance  as  any  inanimate  object 
**"^  tMi  was  not  an  assault  by  the  policeman. 

^OL.  I.  8  N.  P. 
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1844.  society^  and  which  said  public  general  meeting  and  dinner 
the  said  plaintiff,  as  such  member  of  the  said  society  as 
aforesaid,  then  was  lawfully  entitled,  and  then  had  a  legal 
right  to  attend  and  partake  of,  and  then  pushed  and  shoved 
the  plaintiff  from  the  said  room,  and  hindered  and  pre- 
vented the  plaintiff  from  entering  the  said  room,  and  from 
attending  at,  and  partaking  of,  the  said  public  general 
meeting  and  dinner  of  the  members  of  the  said  society, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  totally  hindered,  prevented,  and 
excluded  from  attending  at,  and  partaking  of,  the  said 
public  general  meeting  and  dinner  of  the  members  of  the 
said  society,  and  from  enjoying  and  participating  in  the 
advantages,  benefits,  and  privileges  of  the  said  society  at 
the  said  public  general  meeting  and  dinner,  and  other 
wrongs  to  the  plaintiff  then  did,  against  the  peace,"  &c. 

Pleas.  1st,  not  guilty ;  2nd.  ^^  And  for  a  further  plea  as 
to  the  assaulting  the  plaintiff,  and  hindering  and  preventing 
him  from  entering  the  said  room,  and  as  to  the  pushing 
and  shoving  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  say,  that,  before 
and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, they  the  defendants  were  the  lawful  possessors  of  a 
certain  room  or  apartment  then  hired  by  them  for  the  use 
of  a  certain  society,  known  as  ^  The  Caledonian  Society  of 
London.'  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  just  before, 
and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  plaintiff  having  notice 
of  the  premises,  and  not  then  being  a  member  of  the  said 
society,  and  being  warned  and  requested  by  the  defendants 
not  to  enter  the  said  room  or  apartments,  endeavoured, 
against  the  will  and  without  the  consent  of  the  defendants, 
or  any  of  them,  or  of  the  said  society,  with  force  and  arms 
&c.,  to  enter  into  the  said  room  or  apartment,  and  would 
then  with  force  and  arms  have  entered  the  said  room  or 
apartment,  if  they  the  defendants  had  not  resisted  such  en- 
trance of  the  plaintiff  into  the  said  room  or  apartment;  and 
wherefore  they  the  defendants  at  the  same  time  when  &c., 
being  in  the  said  room  or  apartment,  did,  in  order  to  pre- 
serve the  quiet  possession  thereof  for  the  said  society,  resist 
and  oppose  the  said  entrance  by  the  plaintiff  into  the  said 
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room  or  apartment,  and,  in  so  doing,  were  unavoidably         jg^^^ 
oompeUed  gently  to  lay  their  hands  on  the  plaintiff,  and 
imavoidably  a  little  pushed  and  shoved  the  plaintiff,  and 
•0  hindered  and  prevented  him  from  entering  the  said 
loom  or  apartment,  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause 
iforesaid,  they  the  defendants,  on  that  occasion,  using  no 
liolence  whatever  to  the  plaintiff,  which  are  the  same  tres- 
fwes  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  and 
ibereof  the  plaintiff  has  complained  against  the  defend- 
nti,  and  this  the  defendants  are  ready  to  verily,  &c/' — 
M. "  that  before  and  after  the  said  time  when  &c.,  one 
Mr.  Sadley  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  hotel,  and 
cf  a  certain  room  or  apartment  therein,  into  which  said 
room  or  apartment  the  plaintiff,  against  the  will  of  the 
■aid  Mr.  Radley,  with  force  and  arms  &c.,  endeavoured  to 
ater,  and  would  then  have  entered  if  they  the  defendants, 
«  the  servants  of  the  said  Mr.  Radley,  and  by  his  com- 
mand, had  not  resisted  such  entrance  of  the  plaintiff  into 
tbc  said  room  or  apartment,  wherefore  they  the  said  de- 
ftndants,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  being  in  the  said 
room  or  apartment,  did,  as  the  servants  of  the  said  Mr. 
Badley,  and  by  his  command,  and,  in  order  to  preserve 
tke  quiet  possession  thereof  for  the  said  Mr.  Radley,  resist 
tnd  oppose  the  said  entrance  of  the  plaintiff  into  the  said 
room  or  apartment,'*  &c.     Replication,  de  injuria. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  member  of  a 
•odety  called  "  The  Caledonian  Society  of  London,'*  which 
^  for  its  objects  the  extension  of  education  in  Scotland, 
*&d  the  preservation  of  the  ancient  Caledonian  costume ; 
Mid  that,  on  the  occasion  of  one  of  the  dinners  of  the  so- 
ciety, in  the  month  of  May,  1843,  the  plaintiff  insisted 
*  a  seat  at  a  particular  part  of  the  room,  which  being  re- 
i^  to  him,  he  made  use  of  some  menacing  expressions 
*<**arda  one  of  the  defendants,  and  as  the  plaintiff  would 
^  apologize  for  this  when  asked  to  do  so  in  the  month  of 
^ifQst,  it  was  resolved,  at  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of 
^society,  held  on  the  9th  of  November,  1843,  that  the 
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1844.  plaintiff  should  cease  to  be  considered  as  a  member  of  the 
society;  and  this  resolution  of  the  committee  was  submitted 
to  a  general  meeting  of  the  society,  held  on  the  same  day, 
at  which  fourteen  members  were  present,  and  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  committee  was  confirmed  by  the  votes  of  nine 
against  five ;  but  no  notice  had  been  given  that  this  matter 
was  to  be  taken  into  consideration  at  this  meeting  of  tie 
society.  It  appeared  that  the  subscriptions  of  the  members 
of  the  society  became  payable  on  the  1st  of  November  in 
each  year ;  but  the  second  rule  of  the  society  as  to  its 
"  financial  department/'  was  as  follows : — ''  In  order  to  se- 
cure a  full  attendance  of  members  at  the  dress  meetings, 
an  annual  subscription  of  one  guinea  shall  be  payable  m 
the  month  of  November,  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  dinners 
which  follow  the  meetings  in  November.  Any  memben 
joining  after  the  30th  of  November,  and  previous  to  the 
24th  of  May,  shall  pay  the  sum  of  half-a-guinea  as  their 
subscription  for  the  remainder  of  the  season.'^  There  was 
no  rule  of  the  society  as  to  the  expulsion  of  its  members; 
but  among  their  rules  were  the  following : — 

"  4th.  No  member  shall  be  qualified  to  ballot  for  a  new 
member,  or  to  vote  on  any  occasion  whatever  until  hii 
subscription  for  the  current  year  be  paid. 

'^6th.  The  committee  to  have  full  power  to  discuss  and 
determine  on  all  business  connected  with  the  society ;  bat 
their  proceedings  to  be  afterwaixls  subjected  to  the  approval 
of  the  members  at  a  general  meeting. 

"  7th.  No  business  shall  be  proposed  or  decided  upon  at 
any  general  meeting  of  the  society,  excepting  only  the  con- 
firmation or  rejection  of  the  proceedings  of  the  committee, 
and  the  election  of  new  members. 

'^  10th.  Whenever  occasion  shall  require,  a  special  general 
meeting  may  be  held  by  order  of  the  committee,  not  less 
than  two  days^  notice  of  the  same  being  given  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  society.^' 

It  appeared  that  of  the  nine  members  of  the  society  wh(9 
voted  on  the  9th  of  November  for  the  confirmation  of  th^ 
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plaintiff's  expulsion,  only  one  of  them  had  paid  hia  snb-        1944 
•cription  on  the  Ist  of  November,  1843,  but  that  the 
whole  of  the  five  who  voted  against  it  had  paid  their  snb- 
icriptions  on  that  day. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  30th  of 
November,  1843,  went  to  a  dinner  of  the  society  at  Bad- 
ley's  Hotel,  and  was  prevented  by  a  policeman  named 
Douglas,  from  entering  the  room ;  and  it  was  proved  by 
ibe  poUceman  that  he  acted  by  order  of  the  defendants. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was 
8  member  of  the  society  on  the  30th  of  November,  1843, 
tnd  that  the  defendants  were  not  justified  in  excluding 
bim  from  the  dinner;  1st,  because  no  notice  had  been 
pTeu  that  the  subject  of  the  plaintiff's  expulsion  would  be 
taken  into  consideration  at  the  general  meeting  of  the 
•odety  on  the  9th  of  November ;  2ndly,  that  the  plaintiff 
Iiad  not  been  called  on  to  make  any  defence  or  shew  cause 
why  he  should  not  be  expelled ;  and  3rdly,  because,  out  of 
the  nine  members  that  voted  on  the  9th  of  November  for 
the  confirmation  of  the  vote  of  the  committee  for  expelling 
the  plaintiff,  one  only  had  paid  his  subscription  due  on  the 
Irt  of  November,  and  the  others,  therefore,  were  not  en- 
titled to  vote  or  exercise  any  of  the  rights  of  members ;  and 
that  the  majority  of  good  votes  was  therefore  against  the 
expnlsion.    With  respect  to  the  alleged  assault,  the  police- 
man said,  "  the  plaintiff  tried  to  push  by  me  into  the  room 
ttid  1  prevented  him;''  but  some  of  the  other  witnesses  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  tried  to  enter  the  room  and  was  pushed 
bad. 

£rfe  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant. — There  is  no 
•ttault  here.  The  policeman  who  must  best  know  what 
^M  done,  says  that  the  plaintiff  tried  to  push  into  the 
loom  and  he  prevented  him,  and  preventing  a  person  from 
puhing  into  a  room  is  no  assault;  the  assault,  if  any, 
hdng  rather  on  the  other  side.  And  even  if  there  was  an 
ittatilt  it  was  justifiable.    The  committee  had  come  to  a 
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1844.  ^0^^  ^^^^  ^^^  plaintiff  should  be  no  longer  a  member  ci 
the  society^  and  that  vote  had  been  confirmed  at  the 
general  meeting ;  and  with  respect  to  the  votes  of  the  eight 
persons  who  had  not  paid  their  subscriptions,  I  sabmit 
that  by  the  rules  they  had  the  whole  month  of  November 
to  pay  them^  and  they  were  not  in  default  till  after  the 
80th^  and  were  therefore  members  of  the  society  on  the  dth. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.^  (in  summing  up). — I  am  of  opinion 
that  where  there  is  not  any  property  in  which  all  the  mem- 
bers of  a  society  have  a  joint  interest^  the  majority  may  by 
resolution  remove  any  one  member.    I  think  that  in  this  in- 
stance the  members  of  this  society  had  that  power,  in  case 
the  plaintiff  had  misconducted  himself.    Then  had  he  done 
so  ?     On  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  they  appear  in  evidence, 
I  think  that  he  had,  by  using  menacing  language  as  to  one 
of  the  other  members.   Then  what  was  done  ?    There  was  a 
resolution  of  the  committee  declaring  that  he  had  ceased 
to  be  a  member  of  the  society ;  but  by  the  regulations  of 
the  society  no  resolution  of  a  committee  is  valid  unless  it 
has  been  confirmed  by  the  general  body.     There  was  a 
meeting  of  the  general  body  and  this  resolution  of  the 
committee  was  considered,  and  it  was  confirmed  by  a  ma- 
jority of  nine  to  five ;  but  it  further  appears  that  all  the 
five  had  paid  up  their  subscriptions  before  the  time  when 
that  meeting  took  place,  but  that  only  one  of  the  nine  had 
paid  up  his  subscription  at  the  time  of  that  meeting.     It  is 
therefore  contended  that  the  resolution  of  the  committee 
cannot  be  considered  as  lawfuUy  confirmed.     However,  i& 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  that  objection  is  well-founded* 
The  subscriptions  are  nominally  due  on  the  1st  of  No — 
vcmber,  but  not  payable  till  the  30th,  and  I  think  that^ 
they  cannot  be  considered  in  arrear  before  the  30th.     Sc^ 
far  the  resolution  would  be  valid;   but  I  think  that  itf 
was    rendered  altogether  invalid  by  the  want  of  notice 
to  Mr.  Innes  of  the  intention  to  remove  him  from  th^^ 
society.      It  is  true  he  was  once  required  to  apologised 
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which  he  refused  to  do ;  but  no  notice  was  given  to  him         1944^ 

that  the  subject  of  his  removal  from  the  society  was  to 

be  taken  into  consideration,  nor  was  he  called  on  to  shew 

why  such  a  course  should  not  be  pursued.    The  society 

las,  in  my  opinion,  wrong  in  removing  him  without  giv* 

ing  him  distinct  and  positive  notice  that  he  was  to  come 

lad  answer  the  charge  that  was  made  against  him,  and  I 

lidid  that  he  should  have  been  told  what  the  charge  was, 

nd  called  on  to  answer  it,  and  told  that  it  was  meant  to 

lemove  him  if  he  did  not  make  his  defence.    No  proceed- 

iig  in  the  nature  of  a  judicial  proceeding  can  be  valid 

vnless  the  party  charged  is  told  that  he  is  so  charged,  is 

called  CD  to  answer  the  charge,  and  is  warned  of  the  con- 

leqaenoes  of  refusing  to  do  so.     As  no  such  notice  was 

given  here,  I  think  that  the  removal  is  altogether  a  void 

act,  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  still 

a  member  of  the  society.     Being  so,  it  appears  that  he 

tent  to  one  of  its  meetings  on  the  30th  of  November, 

1843,  and  was  then  prevented,  by  a  policeman  acting  under 

the  orders  of  the  defendants,  from   entering  the  room. 

YoQ  will  say,  whether,  on  the  evidence,  you  think  that  the 

policeman  committed  an  assault  on  the  plaintiff,  or  was 

merely  passive.     If  the  policeman  was  entirely  passive  like 

a  door  or  a  wall  put  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  entering 

tire  room,  and  simply  obstructing  the  entrance  of  the 

plaiDtiff,  no  assault  has  been  committed  on  the  plaintiff, 

«ad  your  verdict  will  be  for  the  defendant.     The  question 

ii)  did  the  policeman  take  any  active  measures  to  prevent 

^plaintiff  from  entering  the  room,  or  did  he  stand  in  the 

iwKNway  passive,  and  not  move  at  all. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  40^. 

fl(Ut,  Pickerinff,  and  Worlledge  for  the  plaintiff. 
Brfe,  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Innes,  and  T,  Gaunt,'] 
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1844.  Ii^  the  ensuing  term^  Erie  moved  for  a  new  trial;  but 

the  Courts  after  taking  time  to  consider,  refused  a  rule; 
and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  '^  Any  society  may  undoubt- 
edly make  any  rules  by  which  the  admission  and  expulsion 
of  its  members  are  to  be  regulated;  and  the  members  must 
conform  to,  and  cannot  question,  them.  But  where  there 
are  no  directions  on  the  subject  contained  in  the  rules,  a 
party  expelled  may  lawfully  complain,  that  his  expulsion 
has  been  effected  contrary  to  the  general  principles  of  law; 
and  a  member  is  not  to  be  expelled  by  vote,  unless  there 
be  regular  notice  given  to  him,  and  an  opportunity  of  his 
being  heard.  This  has  been  the  case  here ;  the  plaintiff 
has  been  expelled  without  being  called  on  for  his  defence 
before  the  general  meeting.  This  course  was  one  which 
could  not  be  legally  adopted ;  and  the  trespass  sought  to  be 
justified  by  it  must  be  considered  as  illegally  committed/* 


Feb.  23rJ.  TuRPIN  V.   Ueald. 

Sembie,  that  on  ASSUMPSIT.  The  first  three  counts  of  the  declaration 
rause^a  parfy  ^®^®  ^^  three  policies  of  insurance ;  the  first  of  them  be- 
ought  not  to  be   j^g  on  the  ship  ''  Thereza; ''  the  second,  on  her  furniture: 

allowed  to  go  *=*  *^  ^  '  ' 

into  evidence      and  the  third,  on  specie  on  board.     The  declaration  also 

to  shew  whv  he 

could  not  pro-     Contained  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an 

cure  the  attend-   acCOUnt  stated. 
ance  of  a  par- 
ticular person  as       Pleas: — 1st,  non-assumpsit :  2nd,  a  denial  of  the  plain- 

a  witness,  or  to  ... 

shew  what  steps  tiff  s  interest  in  the  ship ;  3rd,  a  denial  of  the  interest 
procure  such  ^^  the  spccic ;  4th,  that  no  specie  was  put  on  board ;  5th, 
person's  attend-  ^j^^^  ^j^g  gj^j    ^^s  uot  lost  by  peril  of  the  scas ;  nor  was 

ance  at  the  *  *    *  ' 

trial.  the  specie  or  furniture  lost ;  6th,  that  the  ship  was  not  sea- 

worthy ;  7th,  that  the  policies  were  obtained  by  fraud  and 
wilful  concealment  of  material  information ;  8th,  that  the 
loss  was  occasioned  by  the  fraudulent  and  wilful  and  im- 
proper conduct  of  the  plaintiff. 
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It  was  opened  by  Plati^  for  the  plaintiff^  that  Mrs.  Ralph, 
t  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  could  give  important  evidence 
u  to  the  putting  of  the  specie  on  board  the  ''  Thereza ;  '* 
Imt  that  she  had  not  arrived  from  Hamburg,  but  was  ex- 
pected to  arrive  before  the  present  trial  was  over. 

Mrs.  Ralph  not  having  arrived  in  time  to  be  examined  as 
aiitness  for  the  plaintiff,  Piatt  proposed  to  call  Mr.  Brown, 
fte  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  prove  what  steps  he 
kd  taken  to  procure  the  attendance  of  Mrs.  Ralph  at  the 
fRient  trial. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  very  much  doubt  whether  this 
»  eridence.  If  we  are  to  examine  into  questions  why 
particular  witnesses  are  not  here,  where  are  we  to  stop  ? 
I  find  this  kind  of  examination  was  allowed  in  the  Court 
rf  Common  Fleas  yesterday  (a) ;  but  I  have  the  greatest 
doubt  about  it;  indeed,  if  I  were  to  allow  this  witness  to 
be  examined,  the  other  side  would  very  likely  wish  to  go 
into  evidence  to  shew  that  the  witness's  attendance  might 
We  been  easily  procured. 

The  witness  was  not  examined. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

fUUi^  E.  James,  and  Lush,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Thetiger,  and  IV.  H.  Watson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — H,  Ashley,  and  Meggiton  ^  CoJ] 
(a)  In  the  case  of  Fraser,  Esq.  v.  Baylei/t  Esq. 
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1844. 

Feb.  2Qth.  Jones  v.  Morrbll. 

A.  directed  a  Jl  ALSE  imprisonment. — The  first  count  of  the  dedan- 
take  B?  into  ^^^^  stated^  that  the  defendant  assaulted  and  imprisoned 
custody  on  a      ^j^g  piaintiflF,  and  caused  him  to  be  taken  to  a  station-house 

charge  of  em-  *  ' 

beiziement,       and  to  a  policc  court ;  2nd  count,  that  the  defendant  opened 

and  the  oflBcer 

having  done  so,  a  Certain  box  of  the  plaintiff,  and  took  from  it  a  sovereign; 
A^VentYoge-     ^^  count,  for  again  imprisoning  the  plaintiff,  and  taking 

B^Vnd^thr  ""^  ^^^  ^^  Reading. 

officer,  in  the         Pleas : — Ist,  to  the  whole  declaration,  not  guilty;  2nd,  to 

searched  the  '  the  first  couut,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  servant  of  the 
from  1"!  sove-  defendant,  and  had  received  a  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  10*.  6A, 
reign :— j^eW,    \)y  virtue  of  his  employment  as  such  servant,  and  had  felo- 

that,  m  an  ac- 

tion  by  B.  niously  cmbczzlcd  the  same,  wherefore  the  defendant  ap- 
theTrespass^in  preheudcd  the  plaintiff;  3rd,  a  similar  plea  to  the  third 
borind  tek?ng  ^^^^*  ^^  ^^^  declaration.    Replication,  de  injuria. 

the  sovereign,  It  was  opcncd  by  Erie,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plain- 
proof  of  these       .  r  J  y  r  '  r 

facts  was  evi-  tiff  had  been  the  shopman  of  the  defendant,  who  kept  a 
the  jury  of  A/s  ^^^^^  ^t  Reading,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  having  left  the 
participation  in  defendant's  employ,  and  come  to  the  house  of  his  mother, 

the  trespass.  r    ^ '  ' 

In  an  action  in  London,  the  defendant  came  thither  with  a  police-officer 

A.  for  false  named  Holland,  to  whom  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff 
a!  ptad^'^a**  in  custody,  on  a  charge  of  having  embezzled  10*.  6rf.;  and 
justification,  the  defendant  and  the  officer  then  proceeded  up  stairs  at 

that  B.  had  .      ,  r  r 

been  guilty  of    the  housc  of  the  plaintiff's  mother,  and  took  from  a  box 

B.  and  his  witl  ^f  the  plaintiff  a  sovereign,  which  the  plaintiff  had  never 

made'the^chlfge  ^^^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^S^^^  >  ^^^  ^^^  plaintiff  was  then  taken  in 
before  a  magis-  custody  to  a  station-housc,  and  thence  before  Mr.  Broueh- 

trate,  deposi-  .  i        V       .        i  -,      i 

tions  were  tou,  the  magistrate,  who,  having  heard  what  the  defendant 

hearing  of  B.,  ^^^  ^^  charge  agaiust  the  plaintiff,  dismissed  the  case,  and 

statemem^f^  *  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  custody.     However,  as  soon 

answer:—  as  the  plaintiff  had  got  outside  the  police  court,  the  officer, 

Heldf  that,  oi^ttii-ii         -i         t         •  n     ^ 

the  trial  of  the    Holland,  by  the  direction  of  the   defendant,  retook  the 

action  for  false 

imprisonment,  these  depositions,  and  the  plaintiff's  statement  in  answer,  were  receivable  in  efi— 
dence  for  the  defendant,  as  being  matters  stated  in  the  hearing  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which  bcs! 
made  an  answer,  but  that  the  depositions  were  no  proof  of  any  (act  therein  stated. 
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plaintiff,  and  conveyed  him  in  custody,  by  the  Great  West-  1944, 
em  Railway,  to  Beading,  where  he  was  taken  before  the 
mayor,  and  obliged  to  put  in  bail;  and,  on  the  de- 
fendant preferring  his  charge  against  the  plaintiff  at  the 
neit  borough  sessions^  at  Beading,  the  plaintiff  was  ac- 
(joitted. 

It  was  proved  by  the  police-officer  Holland  that  he  went 
vidi  the  defendant  to  the  house  of  the  plaintiff^s  mother, 
and,  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant,  there  apprehended 
the  plaintiff  on  a  charge  of  having  embezzled  10s,  6d.;  and 
tkity  having  taken  the  plaintiff  into  custody,  the  defendant, 
fte  plaintiff,  and  himself  proceeded  up  stairs  at  the  house 
of  the  plaintiff's  mother,  when,  in  the  presence  of  the 
plttntiff  and  defendant,  he  (the  officer)  searched  a  box, 
which  the  plaintiff  then  said  was  his,  and  took  from  it  a 
«o?ereign,  which  he  (the  officer)  afterwards  delivered  to  the 
inspector  of  police  at  Beading.  It  further  appeared,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  then  taken  in  custody  to  a  station-house 
in  Eobert-street,  and  thence  before  Mr.  Broughton,  the 
niagistrate,  at  the  police  court  in  Worship-street,  where, 
*fter  hearing  the  defendant's  statement,  Mr.  Broughton 
Charged  the  plaintiff.  But  it  was  further  proved,  that, 
^  soon  as  the  plaintiff  had  got  outside  the  police  court, 
Ac  plaintiff  was  again  taken  into  custody  by  the  officer 
Holland,  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant,  and  conveyed 

• 

^Q  custody  to  Beading,  where  he  was  detained  in  custody 
till  he  put  in  bail. 

flatt,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  on  this  evidence 

M^e  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the  taking  of  the  sovereign. 

The  defendant  directs  the  officer  to  take  the  plaintiff  into 

*5^wtody  on  a  charge  of  embezzlement,  and  the  searching 

^  the  box,  and  the  taking  of  the  sovereign,  were  acts  of 

the  officer,  for  which  the  defendant  is  not  liable. 

I^rdDENMAN,  C.  J. — The  defendant  was  present  when 
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1844.         ^^  ^^^^  ^^  donc^  and  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
they  do  not  consider  it  all  the  act  of  the  defendant* 

It  was  opened  by  Piatt,  for  the  defendant^  that  a  French 
lady^  named  Orry,  had^  on  the  13th  of  September^  1843^ 
purchased  a  pair  of  snuffers  and  tray  at  the  defendant's 
shop^  and  paid  ten  shillings  for  them,  and  that  there  being 
two  books  in  the  shop,  one  for  the  entry  of  cash  received, 
and  the  other  for  goods  sold  on  credit,  there  was  an  entry 
in  the  latter  in  the  plaintiff's  handwriting  of  "  Madame 
Orry,  snuffers  and  tray,  10*.  6d,"  written  in  pencil  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  plaintiff,  but  scratched  through  with  a 
pen ;  and  that  when  before  the  mayor  of  Beading,  when 
the  charge  was  gone  into,  the  plaintiff  said, "  I  submit  that 
there  is  no  case  against  me" 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  Madame  Orry  was  called, 
and  she  stated,  that,  on  the  13th  of  September,  1843,  she 
paid  a  half-sovereign  for  a  pair  of  snuffers  and  tray  at  the 
defendant's  shop,  but  did  not  know  to  whom  she  had  paid  it. 

Plattf  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  put  in  the  deposi- 
tions taken  before  William  Blandy,  Esq.,  the  mayor  of 
Beading,  in  the  presence  of  the  present  plaintiff,  when  the 
present  defendant  and  his  witnesses  were  examined  on  the 
charge  of  embezzlement,  and  the  statement  of  the  present 
plaintiff  in  answer  to  the  charge. 

Erie,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that  these  depositions 
are  not  evidence.  The  present  defendant,  when  he  was 
making  his  charge  before  the  magistrate,  stated  what  he 
chose,  and  he  now  seeks  to  make  that  evidence  for  himself 
in  this  action.  What  the  plaintiff  said  is  evidence,  no  doubt, 
but  nothing  more,  except  as  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  John  (a), 
where  an  accused  party  adopted  what  was  said  by  a  wit- 
ness in  his  deposition,  and  so  in  effect,  though  not  in  words, 

(a)  7  C.  &  P.  324. 
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npeited  what  the  witness  had  said.  Here  we  are  told  that  1944, 
Hie  plaintiff  only  said^  "  I  submit  that  there  is  no  case 
igiinst  me"  which  is  nothing  like  an  adoption  of  all  that 
Ae  witnesses  have  said.  And  even  at  the  trial  at  the  as- 
flM  or  sessions  of  the  same  matter,  which  is  the  subject  of 
Ae  charge^  no  part  of  the  depositions  is  ever  given  in  evi- 
desce,  except  the  party^s  own  statement,  or  something  else 
tint  he  adopts,  and  in  effect  makes  part  of  his  statement. 

HaiL — Here  are  certain  statements  made  in  the  hear- 
T^  of  the  plaintiff  to  which  he  has  the  opportunity  of 
Mking  an  answer,  and  to  which  he  does  make  an  answer. 
I  Now,  whenever  or  wherever  a  statement  is  made  to  a 
jntj,  and  he  makes  an  answer  to  it,  both  the  statement 
nude  in  his  presence  and  his  answer  are  receivable  in 
widence.  What  the  effect  of  the  evidence  may  be  when 
pven  may  much  depend  on  what  the  party  himself  says. 

Lord  Denhan,  C.  J. — In  criminal  cases,  we  never  re- 
^▼e  more  of  the  depositions  than  what  is  stated  by  the 
irisoner;  but  here,  it  appears,  that  all  that  is  contained  in 
Ae  depositions  was  said  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
k  is  called  upon  to  answer  it,  and  he  makes  an  answer  to  it. 
I  think  that  the  depositions  must  be  read,  and  the  answer 
^  plaintiff  made  to  them ;  but  the  depositions  are  not  any 
•ridence  of  the  truth  of  that  which  is  stated  in  them. 

Mr,  Wells,  the  clerk  of  the  Reading  borough  magis- 
tntes,  proved  that  he  took  the  depositions  against  the 
pbintiff  on  the  charge  of  embezzlement,  and  that  the 
pl^tiff  and  his  solicitor  were  both  present,  and  heard  all 
^  was  said,  and  that  the  former,  when  asked  if  he  had 
^y  thing  to  say  in  answer  to  the  charge,  said,  '^  I  submit 
that  there  is  no  case  against  me ;''  which  statement  was 
then  taken  down  by  him,  (Mr.  Wells),  and  signed  by  the 


I 
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1844.  The  depositions,  and  the  above-mentioned  statement  of 

the  plaintiff,  were  read. 

It  was  proved,  by  the  superintendent  of  police  at  Read* 
ing,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  examination  before  the  mayor 
of  Reading,  he  delivered  to  the  governor  of  the  boroagh 
gaol  the  sovereign  he  received  from  the  officer  Holland; 
but  no  farther  evidence  was  given  respecting  it. 

Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.,  (in  summing  up). — With  respect  to 
the  taking  of  the  sovereign,  I  think  that  that  must  be 
considered  as  the  act  of  the  defendant,  as  the  officer  would 
not  have  taken  it  from  the  box  but  for  the  charge  made  by 
the  defendant,  and  it  was  taken  by  the  officer  in  the  de- 
fendant's presence.  The  plaintiff  is  therefore,  I  think,  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  for  that,  and  for  no  more  than  that,  if 
you  think  that  the  defendant  has  made  out  his  pleas  of  jus- 
tification ;  it  being  incumbent  on  the  defendant,  on  those 
pleas,  to  satisfy  you  that  the  plaintiff,  while  in  his  service, 
embezzled  money  he  received  on  account  of  the  defend- 
ant. This  brings  us  to  the  main  question  in  the  cause, 
which  is,  whether  the  defendant  has  proved  to  your  satis- 
faction, that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  embezzlement. 
Upon  that  part  of  the  case  you  have  heard  the  evidence. 
I  also  thought  it  right  that  the  depositions  taken  against 
the  plaintiff  should  be  read,  that  you  should  hear  the  an- 
swer that  the  plaintiff  made  to  them.  However,  those 
depositions  are,  of  themselves,  no  evidence  whatever  of  the 
truth  of  any  matter  stated  in  them,  except  in  so  much  as 
the  present  plaintiff  may  have  admitted  them  to  be  true  by 
any  thing  that  he  himself  has  said.  Now,  all  that  he  says, 
on  hearing  these  depositions  read,  is,  ^'  I  submit  that  there 
is  no  case  against  me '"  an  observation  that  does  not  ap- 
pear to  me  at  all  to  convey  an  idea  that  he  admits  all  the 
statements  to  be  correct,  but  rather  puts  it,  that,  "  assum- 
ing every  thing  to  be  as  stated,  it  does  not  amount  to  a 
case  against  me.''     And  I  think,  on  reading  the  deposi- 
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tions,  that  the  obserration  is  well  founded^  and  that^  as- 

snming  every  thing  there  stated  to  be  true,  they  shew  no 

ease  of  embezzlement  against  the  plaintiff;  indeed,  I  think 

it  18  very  possible  that  the  observation  was  suggested  to  the 

plaintiff  by  his  solicitor,  who  appears  to  have  been  present. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff^  damages  £51;  being 
£1  for  the  taking  of  the  sovereign,  and  the 
residue  for  the  imprisonment. 

JSrk  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
JF^tt  and  Petersdorff,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — R,  C,  Robton,  and  Rhodes,'] 
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Sittings  at  Westminster  after  Easter  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE  LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J. 


T 


^CKiER,  Executrix  of  Daniel  Lockier,  r.  Paterson  and 

Another.  ._    ,^  _ 

May  13M. 

BESPASS.     The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  A.  had  his 
^  the  lifetime  of  Daniel  Lockier,  seized,  took,  and  dis-  cd  on  for  rent 
^ned  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  D.  L.,  to  wit,  ^" e/an^ww 
^H  mahogany  cigar  boxes  [specifying  the  goods]  and  de-  obliged  to  pay 

4,    •  a  sum  01 

^*UJed  them  till  the  said  D.  L.  was  forced  to  pay  divers  9/.  13#.  to  pro- 
^'^Jng  amounting  to  9/.  13*.,  "  whereby  the  personal  estate  tress  to  be 

withdrawn.    A. 

died,  and  bis 

^^CQtrix brought  trespass  for  the  taking  of  the  goods,  and  the  declaration  stated  that  the  goods 

^re  detained  till  A.  paid  9/.  13«.,  whereby  his  personal  estate  was  diminished  : — Held^  that  on 

^■^eclarttion  the  executrix  could  only  recover  damages  to  the  amount  of  9^  ISf. ;  VLnAsemble, 

^^  the  executrix  could  not  have  received  any  greater  amount  if  the  declaration  had  been  in 

*»>y  other  form. 


I 

I 


V. 

Patbrbon. 
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1844.        of  the  said  D.  L.  in  his  lifetime^  and  of  the  plaintiff  ai 
LocKixm       execntrix  as  aforesaid  since  his  decease^  was  and  is  greatly 
diminished  and  injured^  to  wit,  to  the  amonnt  of  £50,  and 
other  wrongs  to  the  said  D.  L.  in  his  lifetime  the  defendant 
then  did  "  &c. 

Plea,  not  guilty  "  by  statute/' 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  that  she  was  the  widow  and  execntrix  of  Daniel 
Lockier^  and  that  the  testator  had  rented  a  shop,  a  kitchen^ 
and  an  attic  of  the  defendant  Paterson ;  and  that^  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator^  the  defendant  Paterson  had  dis- 
trained on  the  goods  of  the  testator  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration for  9/.  5«.  for  nine  weeks'  rent  in  arrear^  which 
sum^  together  with  Ss.  for  expenses^  the  testator  was  obliged 
to  pay  to  procure  the  distress  to  be  withdrawn.  On  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that  no  rent  was  due^ 
as  the  rent  was  payable  quarterly.  The  defence  was^  that 
the  rent  was  reserved  weekly,  and  evidence  was  given  with 
a  view  of  shewing  that  it  was  so. 

Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff,  in  reply. — Upon  the  balance  of 
evidence  this  is  clearly  a  quarterly  holding,  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  a  verdict ;  and  as  the  plaintiff,  as  exe- 
cutrix, is  entitled  to  bring  this  action  instead  of  her  hus- 
band, the  testator,  I  apprehend  that  for  the  putting  in  of 
this  wrongful  distress  you  are  not  limited  to  giving  a  ver- 
dict for  the  mere  sum  paid  to  redeem  the  goods. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  declaration  merely  states 
that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  was  diminished,  and 
does  not  state  any  special  damage. 

Piatt. — If  the  action  had  been  in  trover  the  sum  paid 
might  have  been  the  measure  of  the  damages,  but  it  being 
in  trespass,  I  should  submit  that  the  jury  may  give  such 
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(jtcnages  as  they  think  proper^  on  consideration  of  tlie 
rliole  of  the  facts  of  the  case  (a). 

Xiord  Denman^  C.  J.  (in  summing  up). — If  the  rent  was 
leserred  weekly,  the  defendants  were  clearly  entitled  to  dis- 


1844. 


LocKiEa 

V. 
PATEmSON. 


(a)  By  the  stat.  4  Edw.  3,  c.  7, 

liter  reciting,  that  ^^  whereas   in 

times  past  executors  have  not  had 

aetiooB  for  trespasses  done  to  their 

testators,  as  of  the  goods  and  chat- 

teb  of  the  same  testators  carried 

twtyin  their  life,  and  so  such  tres- 

panes  have  hitherto  remained  un- 

pmiihed,"  "It  is  accorded,  that 

tke  executors  in  such  cases  shall 

hftTe  an  action  against  the  trespas- 

len^  to  recover  damages  in  like 

Buuiner  as  they  whose   executors 

^  be  should  have  had  if  they 

were  in  life."    This  provision  was 

*Jtended  to  the  executors  of  exe- 

wtors  by  the  stat.  15  Edw.  3,  c.  5; 

a&dit  18  laid  down  in  Mr.  Serjeant 

Willianis's  Saunders,  (edit,  by  Mr. 

^orticePatteson  and  Mr.  E.  V.Wil- 

W),  ?ol.  1,  p.  217,  n.  (6),  that, 

"^  itat  4  Edw.  3  heing  a  remedial 

«t,  it  has  always  heen  expound- 

^  largely,   and  though  it  makes 

••e  of  the  word  "  trespasses"  only, 

ott  been  extended  to  other  cases 

^n  the  intent  of  the  statute. 

Therefore,  by  an  equitable  con- 

■^ction  of  the  statute,  an  execu- 

**  or  administrator  shall  now  have 

*eiame  actions  for  any  injury  done 

w  the  ^Ttonal  estate  of  the  testa- 

^  in  his  lifetime,  whereby  it  has 

"*^<wne  leu  henejicial  to  the  cxecu- 

*f|  as  the  testator  himself  might 

oave  had,  whatever  the  form  of  the 

•rtionmay  be,  Latch,  168 ;  so  that 

h«  may  now  have  trespass  or  tro- 

▼OL.1. 


ver,  5  Rep.  27  (a),  RusselVs  case^ 
Sir  W.Jones,  174,  action  for  a  false 
return,  4  Mod.  403,  WilUami  v. 
Cary^  for  an  escape,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
973,  Berwick  v.  Andreivs,  debt  on 
a  judgment  against  an  executor 
suggesting  a  devastavit,  1  Salk314, 
action  for  removing  goods  taken  in 
execution  before  the  testator  (the 
landlord)  was  paid  a  year's  rent,  1 
Str.  212,  Pal ff rave  v.  Windhanif  and 
other  actions  of  the  like  kind,  for  in- 
juries done  to  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testator  in  his  life-time."  But 
the  statute  of  Edw.  3  does  not  ex- 
tend to  injuries  done  to  the  person 
or  to  the  freehold  of  the  testator. 
But,  with  respect  to  injuries  to  the 
real  estate  of  any  person  deceased^ 
committed  in  his  lifetime,  and  with 
respect  to  certain  wrongs  done  by  a 
person  deceased  to  another  in  re- 
spect of  his  property  real  or  person- 
al^ it  is,  by  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c. 
42,  s.  2,  enacted, ''  that  an  action  of 
trespass,  or  trespass  on  the  case,  as 
the  case  may  be,  may  be  maintain- 
ed by  the  executors  or  administra- 
tors of  any  person  deceased  for  any 
injury  to  the  real  estate  of  such  per- 
son, committed  in  his  lifetime,  for 
which  an  action  might  have  been 
maintained  by  such  person,  so  as 
such  injury  shall  have  been  com- 
mitted within  six  calendar  months 
before  the  death  of  such  deceased 
person,  and  provided  such  action 
shall  be  brought  within  one  year 

N.  P. 
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Paterson. 


train ;  but  if  the  rent  was  payable  quarterly^  the  plainfc;i^*Cf 
is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action.     However^  I  am 
opinion^  that^  if  you  find  for  the  plaintiff^  you  can  only  gi^ 
damages  for  the  pecuniary  amount  of  the  loss  to  the 
tor^s  estate^  namely^  the  sum  of  92.  13^.^  which  was  paid 
obtain  the  possession  of  the  goods.     I  think  that  no  great^^r 
sum  could  be  recovered  in  an  action  like  the  present, 
I  certainly  think  that  no  greater  amount  is  recoverable 
this  declaration. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Damages,  9/.  18s. 


Piatt  and  Gunninff,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Jervis  and  Bramwett,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attornies — W,  Quarlet,  and  Shearman  8f  S."] 


after  the  death  of  such  person ;  and 
the  damages,  when  recovered,  shall 
be  part  of  the  personal  estate  of 
such  person ;  and  further,  that  an 
action  of  trespass,  or  trespass  on  the 
case,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  be 
maintained  against  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  any  person  de- 
ceased, for  any  wrong  committed 
by  him  in  his  lifetime  to  another 
in  respect  of  his  property,  real  or 
personal,  so  as  such  injury  shall 
have  been  committed  within  six 


calendar  months  before  such 
son's  death,  and  so  as  such 
shall  be  brought  within  six  call 
dar  months  after  such  execaton 
administrators  shall  have  taken 
on  themselves  the 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of 
person ;  and  the  damages  to  be 
covered  in  such  action  shall 
payable  in  like  order  of  adminiBti  ^* 
tion  as  the  simple  contract  debts 
such  person." 


TRINITY  TERM,  7  VICT. 


Snmgs  at  Westminster  after  Trinity  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE    LORD    DENHAN^    C.  J. 


Davis  v.  Lloyd  and  Others.  June  14M. 

xKESPASS  for  taking  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff. — Pleas :   in  trespass  for 
— Ist,  not  gnilty;   2nd,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  pos-  p*iaintiff*8* 
aessed  of  the  goods  la).  goods,  with  a 

^  ^  '  plea  of  not  pos- 

it was  proved  that  the  defendants  had  taken  the  goods  sessed,  it  was 

^  question,  it  being  alleged  by  them  that  the  goods  did  shew  that  the 

aot  belong  to  the  plaintiff,  but  reaUy  belonged  to  his  father,  g?,fbVTew?ng, 

^ho  had  become  bankrupt,  and  for  whose  assignees  the  !"**'  *^*"»  ^^*^ 

,  ^  '^  \  ^  he  was  not 

defendants  were  acting :  and  in  order  to  shew  that  the  goods  twenty-one. 

^ere  only  colourably  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  proved', 

liot  his  property,  it  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  defend-  lom^^Vh^e^aw" 

•nts,  to  shew,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  goods,  ^f.^**®  ^^'''t 

-         ,      .        '  '  &  &  ^    children  are 

^plaintiff  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and  in  order  circumcised  on 
^  shew  this,  it  was  proved  by  the  secretary  to  the  Great  from  \1ieir  *^ 
Synagogue  in  London,  that,  by  the  Jewish  law,  the  custom  |j'^ag*JJg  ^„** 
^ifor  a  child  to  be  circumcised  on  the  eighth  day  after  its  of  the  chief 

U^i  1    .  1  111  ,  .      .      rabbi  to  per- 

«tfUi;  and  it  was  also  proved  by  the  secretary  that  it  is  form  this  rite, 
ttc  duty  of  the  chief  rabbi  to  perform  that  rite,  and  he  entry"ofi^ttna 
•Iso  produced  an  entry  in  a  book  kept  at  that  synagogue  ^^^^'   Y  ^** 

^  ^  ^  ^  J    ^^   ^         proposed  to 

^  the  handwriting  of  Dr.  Herschell,  who  at  the  time  of  the  give  in  evidence 

^te  of  the  entry  was  the  chief  rabbi.     This  entry  shewed  this  book  of  the 

tW  Dr.  Herschell  had  performed  the  rite  of  circumcision  Slbn.'lhe 

"» respect  to  the  plaintiff:  and  this  witness  stated  that  it  enti-y  being  in 

,  the  handwriting 

^  the  duty  of  Dr.  Herschell,  as  chief  rabbi,  to  make  such  of  a  chief  rabbi, 

^_  J    ■  VVilO   WAS   dtffid  * 

^tne«,  and  that  he  was  dead.  — j/eW,  that 

the  entry  was 
not  receivable 

•fetni,  Petersdorffj  and  Wordsworth,  for  the  plaintiff. —  in  evidence. 

v')  There  wa<  also  a  third  plea,  on  which  no  question  of  law  arose. 
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This  entry  cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  it  being  no  mi 
receivable  in  evidence  than  a  register  of  a  Fleet  marriage  ^&). 
In  the  Sussex  Peerage  case,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  yeste*^ 
day,  it  was  held,  that  a  declaration  of  a  fact  by  a  third  pe**- 
son,  which  was  not  against  his  pecuniary  interest,  was  not 
receivable  in  evidence. 


Plait,  for  the  defendant. — This  is  an  entry  made  by  ik^ 
chief  rabbi  in  the  course  of  his  duty ;  and  the  present  cas^ 
is  not  distinguishable,  in  principle,  from  the  cases  of  Ih^ 
d.  Patteshall  v.  Turford{c)  and  Poole  v.  Dicas  {d). 

Humfrey,  on  the  same  side. — As  your  Lordship  toofc- 
part  in  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  yesterday,  i«» 
the  case  of  the  Sussex  Peerage,  may  I  ask,  whether  th^ 
House  decided  that,  in  every  case  in  which  a  declaration  o^ 
a  third  person  is  receivable  in  evidence,  it  must  be  against 
the  pecuniary  interest  of  the  person  making  it;  or  whethe* 
the  House  merely  decided  that,  in  all  those  cases  in  whicbj 
to  make  a  declaration  of  a  third  person  admissible,  it  is 
necessary  that  it  should  be  against  the  interest  of  the  partly 
making  it,  that  interest  must  be  of  a  pecuniary  nature. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — That  case  decided  that,  where  • 
declaration  of  a  third  person  is  receivable  in  evidence,  a> 
being  a  declaration  against  his  interest,  that  interest  mu^^ 
be  of  a  pecuniary  nature  (e). 


(5)  See  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Da- 
vies  V.  Gatacre,  8  C.  &  P.  578. 

(c)  3  B.  &  Ad.  890. 

(d)  1  Scott,  600.  See  also,  the 
case  of  Doe  d.  Iladen  v.  Burton^ 
9  C.  &  P.  254. 

(e)  In  the  case  of  the  Sussex 
Peerage,  (in  the  Uouse  of  Lords, 
June  13,  1844),  it  was  proposed, 
on  the  part  of  the  claimant.  Sir 
Augustus  D*£ste,  to  give  in  evi- 


dence a  declaration  of  Mr.  Gun^* 
a  deceased  clergyman,  that  he  h^^ 
married  the  Duke  of  Sussex  a^*^ 
Lady  Augusta  Murray  at  Roi***» 
in  the  year  1793,  Mr.  Gunn  hafi**^ 
declined  to  give  evidence  of  t^^ 
facts  and  circumstances  of  tt»^ 
marriage  in  a  suit  in  Chancety  ^ 
perpetuate  testimony,  objecting  ** 
answer  in  these  words : — "  I  <^*^ 
ject  to  answer  that  interrogate'/ 
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Sun^ey. — The  declaration  offered  in  evidence  in  the 
Sussex  Peerage  case,  being  a  declaration  made  by  Mr. 
Gnim^  that  he  had  married  the  Duke  of  Sussex  and  Lady 


1844. 


krt  my  answer  should  subject  me 

to  penal  consequences." 
Sir  T.  WUde  and  Mr.  Erie  ar- 

gosd  that  this  declaration  of  Mr. 
Gam  was  receivable  in  evidence, 
tt  being  a  declaration  made  by 
lum  against  his  interest,  because^ 
if  he  feared  penal  consequences 
fifwn  having  performed  the  mar- 
liige  ceremony,  it  was  to  his  inter- 
est to  ny  that  he  had  not  performed 
tbemamage  ceremony  at  all.  The 
HoQse  of  Lords  held,  that  where, 
ID  order  to  render  a  declaration  of  a 
^lird  person  receivable  in  evidence, 
tt  most  be  a  declaration  against  the 
interett  of  the  party  making  it, 
^  interest  must  be  of  a  pecuniary 
Batnie;  and  Lord  Lyndhurst^  C, 
Mid,  that  the  House  of  Lords,  in 
^  year  1811,  had,  after  consult- 
ing the  judges,  decided,  in  the 
*>*  of  the  Berkeley  Peerage,  that 
^  declaration  of  a  deceased  cler- 
STDin,  that  he  had  married  the 
ve  Earl  and  the  Countess  of 
^cilLeley,  was  not  receivable  in 
evidence.  Mr.  Gunn*s  declaration 
*■!  therefore  rejected. 

^e  point  above  mentioned  by 
W  Lyndhurst,  C,  as  having  been 
*aded  in  the  Berkeley  Peerage, 
^  not  be  found  in  4  Camp.  401, 
••  *he  only  points  there  reported 
^  those  decided  on  the  13th  of 
*^y,  1811 ;  this  point  having  been 
^ed  afterwards,  viz.  on  the 
^  of  June,  1811;  but,  at  page 
*^  of  the  Minutes  of  Evidence  on 
^  Berkeley  Peerage  case,  which 
*«eprmted  in  1811,  by  order  of 
*•  House  of  Lords,  there  is  the 
^*owing  report  of  it  :— 


«  Die  Sabbati,  8  Junii,  1811. 

"  Then  Sir  Samuel  Romilly 
proposed  to  call  Mrs.  Tucker  to 
prove  declarations  made  by  the 
late  Mr.  Hupsman,  first,  with  re- 
spect to  the  legitimacy  of  the 
claimant ;  and,  secondly,  as  to  his 
having  performed  the  ceremony  of 
a  marriage  between  the  late  Earl 
and  the  Countess  of  Berkeley. 

"  The  Solicitor-General  [Sir  T. 
Plumer]  and  the  Attorney-Gene- 
ral [Sir  F,  Gibbs]  were  heard  in 
objection  to  the  evidence. 

"  Mr.  Serjeant  Best  and  Sir 
Samuel  Romilly  were  heard  in 
support  of  the  evidence  being  re- 
ceived. 

**  The  Attorney- General  was 
heard  in  reply. 

**  The  counsel  were  directed  to 
withdraw. 

**  Then  it  was  moved  that  the 
following  question  be  put  to  the 
learned  judges: — 

"  *  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment, 
in  which  it  became  necessary  to 
prove  the  legitimacy  of  A.  B.,  the 
plaintiff  ofiered  to  give  in  evidence 
the  declarations  of  a  deceased  cler- 
gyman, who  was  the  domestic 
chaplain  of  A.  B.'s  reputed  father, 
at  the  time  of  A.  B.'s  birth,  that 
he  had  married  the  reputed  father 
and  the  mother  of  A.  B.  in  the 
parish  church  of  which  such  chap- 
lain was  vicar,  and  declarations 
that  A.  B.  was  the  legitimate  son 
of  his  reputed  father.  According 
to  the  practice  of  the  courts  below, 
would  such  declarations,  as  to  the 
legitimacy  of  A.  B.,  or  the  fact 
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Davis 

V, 

Lloyd. 


Augusta  Murray^  was  not  a  declaration  made  by  him  in 
the  course  of  his  duty;  and  is,  therefore,  quite  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  entry  made  by  Dr.  Herschell  in  the 
course  of  his  duty,  and  as  a  part  of  his  duty. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  (having  conferred  with  Patteson,  J.) 
— I  have  conferred  with  my  Brother  Patteson,  and  we  think 
that  the  evidence  is  not  receivable. 


The  evidence  was  rejected. 


Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


JerviSf  Petersdotff,  and  Wordsworth,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Piatt  J  Huff\/rey,  and  E.  James,  for  the  defendants. 


[Attorniea — J,  H,  Ifebber,  and  H.  Lhyd,"] 


of  marriage,  be  received  in  evi- 
dence? ' 

"  The  same  was  agreed  to,  and 
ordered  accordingly. 

"  Then  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
[^MacdoncUd^t  having  conferred 
with  his  brethren,  delivered  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  judges 
present,  that  such  declarations  as 
to  the  legitimacy  of  A.  B.,  or  as  to 
the  fact  of  marriage,  could  not  be 
received  in  evidence. 

**  Then  it  was  moved  to  resolve, 


that  the  evidence  proposed  to  be 
offered  of  sucb  declarations  of  Mr. 
Hupsman  ought  not  to  be  received. 

^'  The  same  was  agreed  to,  and 
ordered  accordingly. 

'*  The  counsel  were  again  call< 
in,  and  informed  by  the  Lord  fFt 
singhanij  that  it  was  the  opinion 
the  Committee,  that  the 
tions  of  Mr.  Hupsman  proposed 
be  given  in  evidence  on  the  part 
the  claimant  ought  not  to  be 
ceived." 


TRlNITYi.TERM,  7  VICT.  279 

1844. 

Do£  on  the  Demise  of  William  Peters  v.  Honor  Bray       June  17. 

Peters. 

JjJECTMENT  torecoverahousein  theparishof  St.  George,  in  ejectment  by 
Bloomsbuiy^  and  a  bouse  at  Kilburn,  in  the  county  of  Mid-  devUefrthe 

the  devisee  no- 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  property  as  the  *»ce  to  admit 

,  .  documents 

beir  of  Mr.  James  Peters ;  the  defendant  (who  was  Mr.  wanted  to  be 
James  Peters's  widow)  claiming  it  as  the  devisee  in  fee  under  dem:e,*  toVhew 
Mr.  James  Peters's  will.  Jj^?  '^''»1," 

heir.     The 
devisee  would 

Piatt f  for  the  defendant,  admitted  the  prima  facie  title  and  the  judge  ' 
of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the  heir  of  Mr.  James  Peters,  J^^aVthe^^uai 
wd  began  (a).  ^^^^'  ■*  ^o  ^^^ 

^  costs  of  proving 

these  docu- 

Evidence  was  given  of  the  due  execution  of  the  will  of  Mr.  wa"thrre8ui7' 
James  Peters,  by  which  he  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  51,Vt^heTr?af  th 
property  to  the  defendant;  devisee  admit- 

»    J  ted  the  prim4 

And  there  was  a  facie  title  of  the 

Verdict  for  the  defendant.       heir,  and  the 

documents  were 
not  given  In 
,  evidence.     The 

defendant 
established  the 

8,  Martin,   for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. — My  client   win,  and  had  a 

I      ,  '       y    •       -  'A  verdict.    The 

'MIS  been  put   to   great   expense  in   bringing  witnesses  judge  at  the 
to  prove  documents  to  shew  his  title  as  heir.     A  notice  h^  wutd'no*!** 
to  admit  these  documents   was   given,  and  the  defend-  certify  that  the 

.  documents  were 

^t  refused  to  admit  any  of  them ;  and  a  learned  judge  proved  to  his 

"^e  the  usual  order  as  to  the  costs  of  proving  them,  what-  cording  to  the" 

«^er  the  result  of  the  present  trial  might  be ;  and  now,  to-  jj*n^^^2*wn74, 

%j  after  all  the  expense  is  incurred,  the  defendant  admits  No.  20,  to  en- 

♦l.    1  .  ,  1     .  1^11  title  the  heir  to 

«e  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  as  heir,  and  the  docu-  the  costs  of 
''^ts  are  not  wanted  at  all.  nes"sfl"toThl" 

trial  to  proTe 

I^rd  Denman,  C.  J.— If  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  ante,  p.  122. 
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been  put  to  the  expense  of  bringing  witnesses  to  prove 
documents^  to  shew  that  he  was  the  heir^  he  ought  to  have 
those  costs ;  but  I  cannot  certify  to  give  them  to  him^  as  I 
cannot  certify  that  the  documents  were  proved  to  my  satis- 
faction^ because  they  have   not  been  proved  before  me 

at  all. 

No  certificate  was  granted. 

S.  Martin  and  F.  V,  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Plait,  Barstow,  and  D.  Leahy,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Steele,  and  SpringaU  ^  Co,'] 


COURT   OF   EXCHEQUER. 


First  Sitting  in  Trinity  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE    BARON    PARKE. 


May  T^th.  Tebbutt  V.  HoLT,  Gent.,  one  &c. 

E.  having  ob-  v^ASE. — ^The  declaration  stated  that  one  William  Eales, 
ment  aga^insf  F.  ^^  *^®  ^^^^  ^^7  ^^  Jiuic,  1843,  had  obtained  a  judgment 

tnd  T.,  he,  by 

H.,  his  attorney,  sued  out  concurrent  writs  of  ca.  sa.  into  London  and  Surrey.  F.  was  taken  on 
the  former  writ,  and,  on  giving  to  H.  a  promissory  note  jointly  with  B.  as  his  surety,  was  dis- 
charged. No  notice  of  this  was  given  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  and  he  took  T.  on  the  other  writ 
of  ca.  sa.  In  an  action  against  H.  for  maliciously  omitting  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Sur- 
rey, that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied  by  the  arrangement  with  F. — Heidi  that,  to  support 
this  action,  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  there  was  malice  ;  but  that  to  constitute  malice  it  was 
not  necessary  that  H.  should  have  acted  from  any  spite  or  ill-will,  or  the  like,  but  that,  if  he 
acted  as  he  did  from  any  indirect  motive,  such  as  to  get  the  debt  for  his  client  from  T.,  or  to  get 
more  costs  for  himself,  that  would  be  malice  for  this  purpose.  Held^  also,  that  the  mere  fact  of 
H.  not  giving  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied  was  one  from 
which  alone  the  jury  might  infer  malice ;  but  that,  if  they  thought  that  H.  had  been  defrauded 
when  he  received  the  promissory  note,  or  had  taken  it  on  a  representation  that  the  parties  were 
solvent  when  they  were  not  so,  this  would  go  to  negative  the  malice. 

In  an  action  for  maliciously  omitting  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff  that  a  judgment  had  been 
satisfied  by  another  co-defendant,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  taken  in  execution  after  the  judg- 
ment had  been  satisfied,  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages.  The  judge 
would  not  certify,  under  the  stat.  (3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  that  the  grievance  was  wilful  and  malicious, 
and  would  not  receiye  affidavits  either  in  support  or  in  opposition  to  the  application. 
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in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  against  Charles  Frazer^  1844. 
Samuel  Terry,  and  the  now  plaintiff;  and  that  William 
Eales;  on  the  26th  of  June^  1843^  sued  out  a  writ  of  testa- 
tum capias  ad  satisfaciendum  on  that  judgment  against 
Charles  Frazer,  directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London^  and  de- 
livered that  writ  to  the  sheriffs  of  London ;  and  that  William 
EaleS;  by  the  defendant,  as  his  attorney,  also  sued  out,  on 
the  26th  day  of  June,  1843,  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaci- 
endnm  on  the  same  judgment  against  Charles  Frazer, 
Samuel  Terry,  and  the  now  plaintiff,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  Surrey;  that  the  two  writs  were  concurrently  in  force  at 
the  same  time,  and  that  the  sheriffs  of  London,  on  the  28th 
day  of  June,  1843,  took  and  arrested  Charles  Frazer  on  the 
first-mentioned  writ,  and  detained  him  thereon,  until  Wil- 
liam Eales,  by  the  defendant,  his  attorney,  caused  Charles 
JWer  to  be  released,  whereby  the  judgment  became  and 
^as  satisfied;  and  that  it  thereupon  became  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  not  to 
Arrest  the  plaintiff  on  the  writ  directed  to  him,  and  to  take 
Proper  precaution  that  the  plaintiff  might  not  be  taken 
^n  execution  on  that  writ :  yet  the  defendant,  contriving 
&c.,  "and  not  having  then  any  reasonable  or  probable 
^use  in  that  behalf,  did  not  nor  would  give  notice  to  the 
•«dd  sheriff  of  Surrey  of  the  said  arrest  and  discharge  of  the 
•«ud  Charles  Frazer  by  the  said  sheriffs  of  London,  or  give 
^iotice  to  the  said  sheriff  of  Surrey,  or  instruct  him  not  to 
execute  the  said  writ  so  to  him  directed,  or  give  notice  to  the 
plaintiff  that  the  said  writ,  so  directed  to  the  said  sheriff  of 
Surrey,  had  been  issued  and  was  in  force  as  aforesaid,  or 
^e  other  due  or  proper  means,  or  care,  or  precaution  to 
P^ent  the  plaintiff  from  being  arrested  and  taken  in  exe- 
rtion on  the  last-mentioned  writ,  but  then  wrongfully, 
^^^elesaly,  vexatiously,  and  maliciously  neglected  and  re- 
^'^^ed  80  to  do,  although  a  reasonable  time  for  so  doing 
^^psed  after  the  said  satisfaction  of  the  said  judgment,  and 
*^fore  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  hereinafter  mentioned;''  and 
**y  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  by  the 
«Wff  of  Surrey  on  the  14th  of  September,  1843,  by  virtue 
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of  the  writ  directed  to  him^  and  detained  until  the  6th  day 
of  November^  1843^  when  he  was  discharged  by  a  rule  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Fleas ;  and  thereby  the  plantiff  was 
obliged  to  incur  expenses  to  obtain  his  discharge ;  and  by 
means  of  the  premises^  Moss  Joel^  William  Peck^&c.  [naming 
other  persons]  were  prevented  from  employing  the  plaintiff 
in  his  business  as  a  house-agent  and  land-surveyor  (a). — 
Plea,  not  guilty. 


(a)  The  declaration  was  in  the 
following  form : — 

"  That  oneWilliam  Bales,  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  June, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 843,  in  the 
Court  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen, 
before  her  justices  of  the  Bench,  at 
Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, by  the  consideration  and 
judgment  of  the  same  Court,  re- 
covered against  Charles  Frazer, 
Samuel  Terry,  and  the  said  now 
plaintiff,  a  certain  debt  of,  to  wit, 
£30,  and  also  3/.  10«.,  which  in 
and  by  the  said  Court  were  ad- 
judged to  the  said  William  Eales, 
and  with  his  assent,  for  his  damages, 
which  he  had  sustained  as  well  by 
occasion  of  the  detaining  of  the  said 
debt,  as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by 
him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended,  whereof  the  said  Charles 
Frazer,  Samuel  Terry,  and  the  now 
plaintiff  were  convicted.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  said 
William  Eales,  for  having  execution 
of  the  said  judgment,  and  for  no 
other  cause  of  action  or  suit  what- 
soever, afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
said  26th  day  of  June,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1843,  sued  and  prose- 
cuted out  of  the  said  Court  at  West- 
minster aforesaid  a  certain  writ  of 
our  said  lady  the  Queen  called  a 
testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum, 
upon  the  said  judgment  against  the 
said  Charles  Frazer,  directed  to  the 


sheriffs  of  London;  by  which  said 
writ,  our  said  lady  the  Queen  com- 
manded the  said  sheriffs  that  they 
should  take  the  said  Charles  Frazer, 
if  he  should  be  found  in  their  baili- 
wick, and  him  safely  keep,  so  that 
the  said  sheriffs  might  have  his 
body  before  her  said  Majesty's  jus- 
tices at  Westminster  immediately 
after  the  execution  of  the  said  writ, 
to  satisfy  the  said  William  Eales  the 
debt  and  damages  aforesaid,  in  form 
aforesaid  recovered;  and  that  the 
said  sheriffs  should  have  there  that 
writ;  which  said  writ,  afterwards 
and  before  the  delivery  thereof  to 
the  said  sheriffs,  to  be  executed  as 
is  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
was  duly  indorsed  with  a  direction 
to  the  said  sheriffs,  requiring  them 
to  levy  19/.  8s.  6(/.,  besides  interest 
&c. ;  and  which  said  writ,  so  in- 
dorsed as  aforesaid,  afterwards  and 
before  the  said  return  thereof,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  was 
delivered  to  the  said  sherifis  of 
London,  to  wit,  John  Rinnerslej 
Hooper  and  Jeremiah  Pilcher, 
Esquires,  then  being  the  sheriffs  of 
London,  to  be  executed  in  due 
form  of  law.  And  the  said  Wil- 
liam Eales,  at  the  same  time,  to  wit^ 
on  the  said  26th  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1843,  by  the  said 
defendant,  his  said  attorney  in  that 
behalf,  for  having  execution  of  the 
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It  was  opened  by  fVhateley,  for  the  plaintiff,  that^  in 
month  of  May,  1843^  a  person  named  Eales  had  reco- 


said  were  issued  and  were  in  force 
concurrently  at  the  same  time,  and 
for  the  same  identical  debt,  de- 
mand, and  cause  of  action.  And 
the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  af- 
terwards and  before  the  conunit- 
ting  of  the  grievances  by  the  de- 
fendant hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
before  the  return  of  the  said  first- 
mentioned  writ,  to  wit,  on  the  28th 
day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1843,  John  Kinnersley  Hooper  and 
Jeremiah  Pilcher,  Esqrs.,  then  be- 
ing sheriffs  of  London  aforesaid, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  first-mention- 
ed writ,  within  the  bailiwick  of  them 
the  said  sheriffs  of  London,  took 
and  arrested  the  said  Charles  Fra- 
zer  by  his  body,  and  then,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  writ,  and  of  the  said 
indorsement  so  made  thereon  as 
aforesaid,  had  and  detained  him  in 
their  custody  in  execution  for  the 
said  sum  of  money  so  indorsed  on 
the  said  first-mentioned  writ  as 
aforesaid,  besides  interest,  &c.,  and 
kept  and  detained  him  in  their  cus- 
tody from  thence  until  the  said 
William  Eales,  by  and  through  the 
said  defendant,  his  attorney  in  that 
behalf,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
11th  day  of  September,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1843,  released  and 
caused  the  said  Charles  Frazer  to 
be  released  and  discharged  out  of 
custody,  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  said  judgment  against 
the  said  Charles  Frazer,  Samuel 
Terry,  and  the  now  plaintifl^  as 
aforesaid,  whereby  the  said  judg- 
ment became  and  was  satisfied ;  of 
all  which  said  several  premises  he 
the  defendant  then  had  due  notice. 
And  the  plaintiff  further  laith,  that 
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IM^  judgment,  and  upon  no  other 
ftcccmnt,  sued  and  prosecuted  out 
of  the  said  Court  of  our  lady  the 
Queen,  before  her  justices  of  the 
Hench  at  Westminster,  upon  the 
Mdd  judgment,  a  certain  other  writ 
of  our  lady,  called  a  capias  ad  sa- 
tufadendum,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  Surrey;  by  which  said  last-men- 
tioned writ,  our  said  lady  the  Queen 
commanded  the  said  sheriff  of  Sur- 
vey tiiat  he  should  take  Charles 
P>iuer,  Samuel  Terry,  and  the  said 
now  plaintiff,   if  they  should  be 
^"oaiA  in  his  bailiwick,  and  them 
■^firiy  keep,  so  that  the  said  sheriff 
mi^t  have  their  bodies  before  her 
^Ajesty's  justices  at  Westminster 
^^'^mediately  after  the  execution  of 
*^  said  last-mentioned  writ,  to  sa- 
^  the  said  William  Eales  the 
^bt  and  damages  aforesaid,  in  form 
•^oteaaid  recovered ;  and  that  the 
^d  sheriff  should  have  there  that 
^Ht;  which   said  last-mentioned 
^Ht,  afterwards  and  before  the  de- 
^v«y  thereof  to  the  said  sheriff  of 
Surrey,  to  be  executed  as  is  here- 
^^Ux  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
%ih  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of 
<i«i*  Lord  1843,  was  indorsed  with 
*  direction  to  the  said  sheriff  of 
Surrey  to  levy  19/.  8*.  6(/.,  be- 
"^^  &c. ;   and  which  said   last- 
'^^cntioned    writ,  so   indorsed    as 
^^iKciaid,  afterwards  and  before  the 
•■"i  return  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the 
*iid  26th  day  of  June,  in  the  year 
^^  Lord  1843,  was  delivered  to 
^^^Wd  Sumner,  Esq.,  then  being 
**«nff  of  the  said  county  of  Surrey, 
''^^  executed  in  due  form  of  law. 
^  Ae  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that 
^  >ttd  two  writs  so  issued  as  afore- 
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yered  a  judgment  against  a  person  named  Frazer  for  a 
sum  of  14/.  5^.  6d.,  on  which  Frazer  was  taken  in  execn- 


it  thereupon  then  hecame  and  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  give 
notice  of  the  premises  to  the  said 
sheriff  of  Surrey,  and  instruct  him 
not  to  arrest  him  the  said  plaintiff 
upon  the  said  writ  so  directed  to 
the  said  sheriff  of  Surrey  as  afore- 
said, and  to  take  due  and  proper 
precaution  that  the  plaintiff  might 
not  be  arrested  or  tais:en  in  execu- 
tion upon  the  said  last-mentioned 
writ ;  and  the  defendant  could  and 
might  and  onght  to  have  prevented 
the  plaintiff  from  being  taken  in 
execution  for  the  said  cause  of  ac- 
tion: yet  the  defendant,  well  know- 
ing the  premises, but  contriving  and 
wilfully  and  maliciously  intending 
to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  vex, 
harass,  oppress,  impoverish,  and 
ruin  him,  and  to  put  him  to  great 
expense  of  monies,  and  not  having 
then  any  reasonable  or  probable 
cause  in  that  behalf,  did  not  nor 
would  give  notice  to  the  said  sheriff 
of  Surrey  of  the  said  arrest  and  dis- 
charge of  the  said  Charles  Frazer 
by  the  said  sheriffs  of  London,  or 
give  notice  to  the  said  sheriff  of 
Surrey,  or  instruct  him  not  to  exe- 
cute the  said  writ  so  to  him  direct- 
ed, or  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff 
that  the  said  writ  so  directed  to  the 
said  sheriff  of  Surrey  had  been  is- 
sued and  was  in  force  as  aforesaid, 
or  take  other  due  or  proper  means, 
or  care,  or  precaution,  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  being  arrested 
and  taken  in  execution  on  the  last- 
mentioned  writ,  but  then  wrong- 
fully, carelessly,  vexatiously,  and 
maliciously  neglected  and  refused 
so  to  do,  although  a  reasonable 
time  for  so  doing  elapsed  after  the 


said  satisfaction  of  the  said  judg- 
ment, and  before  the  arrest  of 
the  plaintiff  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and,  by  reason  of  the  several  pre- 
mises, he  the  plaintiff  was  after* 
wards,  and  after  the  said  judgment 
had  been  and  was  so  satisfied  as 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  com« 
mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  14th  day  of  September,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1843,  and  within 
the  bailiwick  of  the  said  sheriff  of 
Surrey,  arrested  and  taken  in  exe- 
cution by  such  sheriff  upon  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  writ  to  him  di- 
rected, according  to  the  exigency 
thereof,  and  was  thereupon  impri- 
soned and  kept  and  detained  in 
prison  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  until 
and  upon  the  6th  day  of  Novem* 
her,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1843, 
when  the  said  plaintiff  was,  by  a 
certain  rule  of  the  said  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  ordered  to  be  and 
was  discharged  from  and  out  of 
the  said  custody  of  the  said  sheriff 
of  Surrey,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff 
was  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  did 
necessarily  incur,  divers  expenses 
of  monies,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  £50,  in  and  about  the  obtaining 
his  discharge  from  the  said  impri- 
sonment; and,  by  means  of  the 
said  premises,  he  the  plaintifi^  dur- 
ing his  said  imprisonment,  suffered 
great  pains  and  anxiety  of  body 
and  mind,  and  was  prevented  from 
transacting  his  necessary  affairs  and 
business  by  him  during  that  time 
to  be  performed  and  transacted; 
and  also,  by  means  of  the  premises. 
Moss  Joel,  William  Peck,  George 
King,  Joseph  Pizey,  and  David 
Kennedy,  respectively,  were  hio* 
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tion^and  was  in  Whitccross-street  Prison ;  and  that^  on  the 
14th  of  June,  1843,  Eales,  the  plaintiflFin  that  action,  (the 
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dered  and  prevented  from  employ- 
ing tbe  said  plaintiff  in  the  way  of 
bis  trade  and  business  of  a  house- 
agent  and  land-surFeyor,  and  as 
tiiej  otherwise  might  and  would 
hare  done  but  for  the  said  impri- 
nunentof  the  plaintiff;  and  there- 
hy  the  plaintiff  lost  the  connexion 
of  the  taid  last-mentioned  persons, 
s&d  divers  gains  and  profits  which 
he  might  and  would  have  derived 
tnd  acquired  from  so  being  em- 
plojred  by  them  as  aforesaid,  to  a 
large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  sum 
^iMi]  and  the  plaintiff  was  and 
ii  otherwise  injured  and  damnified 
-to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of 
^^;  and  therefore  he  brings  his 
wit,"  &c. 

In  the  case  of  Pafjie  v.  Wiple, 
'  East,  314,  the  declaration  con- 
^■ined  a  count  which  stated  that  a 
vrit  had  been  issued  against  the 
plaintiff  at  the  suit  of  the  defend- 
ant to  take  the  plaintiff;  and  that, 
^c&re  his  arrest  on  that  writ,  the 
pitintiflrhad  discharged  the  cause 
^'action  to  the  defendant,  by  rea- 
"o  whereof  it  became  the  duty  of 
^  defendant  "to  prevent  the 
P^tiflT,  and  he  the  defendant 
wight  to  have  prevented  the  plain- 
tit  from  being  arrested :"  yet  that 
we  defendant "  did  not  in  any  man- 
*'•' prevent  the  plaintiff  from  being 
"'••ted,"  "  but  suffered  and  per- 
*>tted  him  to  be  arrested."  On 
«M  count  there  was  a  verdict  for 
we  plaiutiff;  and  it  was  objected, 
^  wrest  of  judgment,  that  this 
^^t  was  insufiicient  in  not  al- 
leging  malice  in  the  defendant;  and 
^  ^  contended,  that  "  no  such 
•^  will  lie  for  a  mere  non-fea§- 


ance,  but  only  on  malice  alleged 
and  proved."  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench  arrested  the  judgment,  and 
Lord  Ellenhoroiigh  said,  "  Nothing 
wilful  is  alleged  to  have  been  done 
by  the  defendant,  but  only  that  he 
sufftred  and  permiited  the  plaintiff 
to  be  arrested.  Nothing  is  stated 
to  shew  that  this  was  done  by  way 
of  vexation  or  oppression,  but  a 
mere  non-feasance."  In  the  case  of 
Crozer  v.  Pilling  and  Moore^  (6  D, 
&  R.  129),  where  a  defendant,  being 
taken  in  execution  under  a  ca.  sa., 
had  tendered  the  debt  and  costs  to 
the  plaintiffs  attorney,  and  re- 
quired him  to  sign  his  discharge, 
which  he  refused  to  do  until  he 
had  been  paid  an  independent  col- 
lateral demand  for  costs  of  oppos- 
ing the  defendant  in  the  Insolvent 
Debtors  Court;  and  when,  on  the 
plaintiff  in  the  original  action  being 
applied  to,  he  referred  to  his  at- 
torney; it  was  held,  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  attorney  were  liable  to 
an  action  on  the  case  for  such  re- 
fusal: and  it  was  held  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Baylcy,  at  the  trial,  (malice 
being  alleged  in  the  declaration), 
that,  as  there  was  no  foundation 
for  refusing  the  plaintiff's  dis- 
charge, the  refusal  must  be  taken 
to  be  wrongful,  and  it  was  for  the 
jurj'  to  determine  whether  it  was 
not  done  maliciously;  and,  on 
motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  the 
Court  refused  a  rule,  and  held, 
that[|the  attorney  on  the  record  was 
the  proper  person  to  whom  the 
debt  and  costs  ought  to  be  paid; 
and  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  said, 
'*It  must  be  presumed  here  Uiat 
the  refusal  was  malicious,  inasmuch 
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present  defendant  being  his  attorney),  consented  to  dis- 
charge  Frazer,  on  a  warrant  of  attorney  being  given  to  him 
by  Frazer,  a  person  named  Terry,  and  the  present  plaintiff, 
to  confess  a  judgment  for  £30,  with  a  defeasance  which 
stated  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  be  given  to  secure 
14d,  bs.  6d.,  payable  21.  12s.  6d.  on  the  21st  of  June,  and 
£1  on  the  14th  day  of  each  month  afterwards ;  and  that, 
default  being  made  in  payment  of  the  first  instalment,  the 
present  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of  Eales,  entered  up 
judgment,  and  sued  out  two  writs  of  capias  ad  satisfacien- 


as  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
detain  the  plaintiff  in  custody  until 
he  satisfied  the  costs  incurred  in 
the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court.'' 

In  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Morris 
and  Roberts,  (2  C.  &  M.  712),  two 
concurrent  writs  of  ca.  sa.  were  is- 
sued into  the  counties  of  Anglesea 
and  Carnarvon  by  the  defendant 
Roberts,  as  the  attorney  of  the 
other  defendant,  who  was  plaintiff 
in  a  former  action  against  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff.  Both  writs  were  re- 
turnable on  the  2nd  of  November, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  on 
the  1st  of  November  on  the  writ 
issued  into  the  county  of  Anglesea; 
but  the  sheriff  of  that  county,  on 
being  paid  the  debt  and  costs,  dis- 
charged the  present  plaintiff  out  of 
his  custody,  without  the  knowledge 
or  sanction  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
original  action  or  his  attorney,  and 
without  any  authority  from  either. 
After  his  discharge  from  that  arrest, 
the  present  plaintiff  went  into  the 
county  of  Carnarvon,  and  was  again 
arrested  on  the  following  day  upon 
the  ca.  sa.  issued  into  the  latter 
county,  and  was  detained  in  cus- 
tody about  twelve  days.  A  notice 
was  sent  to  the  defendant  Roberts's 
office,  on  the  3rd  of  November,  that 
the  present  plaintiff  had  been  ar- 


rested, and  had  paid  the  debt  and 
costs  to  the  sheriff  of  Anglesea,  but 
the  defendant  Roberts  was  then 
from  home.  On  the  9th  of  No- 
vember, the  defendant  Roberts  was 
again  applied  to  by  the  under-sheriff 
of  Carnarvonshire,  but  refused  to 
authorize  the  present  plaintiff's  dis- 
charge, unless  the  debt  and  costs 
were  paid  into  his  hands.  Some 
days  after,  the  amount  of  the  debt 
and  costs,  having  been  obtained 
from  the  sheriff  of  Anglesea,  was 
paid  to  the  defendant  Roberts,  and 
he  thereupon  gave  an  order  for  the 
dischai^e  of  the  present  plaintiff; 
and  the  present  action  being  brought 
by  the  present  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  Morris,  the  plaintiff  in 
the  original  action,  and  against  the 
defendant  Roberts,  as  his  attorney 
therein,  for  wilfully  and  maliciously 
neglecting  to  inform  and  give  no- 
tice to  the  sheriff  of  Carnarvon- 
shire that  the  present  plaintiff  had 
been  before  arrested  in  the  county 
of  Anglesea,  and  the  judgment  sap 
tisfied,  it  was  held  that  malice  was 
essential  to  the  action,  and  that 
the  existence  of  malice  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury ;  and  that  they 
having  negatived  malice,  and  found 
thereupon  for  the  defendants,  their 
finding  was  right. 
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dam  on  tliat  judgment^  the  one  into  London^  and  the         184^1. 

obher  into  Surrey.     On  the  former  of  these  writs  Prazer 

was  taken  on  the  28th  of  June^  and  remained  in  White- 

cross-street  Prison  until  the  11th  of  September  following, 

irhcn  the  present  defendant,  as  the  attorney  of  Eales,  con- 

Knted  to  his  discharge,  on  receiving  the  promissory  note 

of  Prazer  and  a  person  named  Erettargh  for  the  sum 

of  21/.  9*.,  dated  the  11th  of  September,  1843,  payable 

fimr  months  after  date.     Upon  the  taking  of  this  note, 

ind  the  release  of  Frazer,  the  judgment  became  satisfied 

u  to  Terry  and  the  present  plaintiff,  and  it  became  the 

inty  of  the  defendant,  as  the   attorney  of  the  original 

jJamtifiF,  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  not  to  take 

the  present  plaintiff  on  the  other  writ ;  but,  instead  of  that, 

on  the  present  plaintiff  being  taken  in  execution  on  that 

irit,  on  the  14th  of  September,  the  defendant,  on  being 

^fied  to,  would  not  allow  him  to  be  discharged,  and  he 

remained  in  custody  till  the  7th  of  November,  when  he 

W  discharged  by  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

It  was  proved  that  the  present  plaintiff  was  taken  on 
fte  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  directed  to  the  sheriff 
rf  Surrey,  on  the  14th  of  September,  and  remained  in  cus- 
tody on  it  till  the  7th  of  November,  and  that,  on  the  prc- 

[  «nt  defendant  being  applied  to,  soon  after  the  present 
pliJntiff  was  taken  into  custody,  to  consent  to  his  dis- 
dttge,  he  refused  to  do  so. 

The  promissory  note  given  by  Frazer  and  Brettargh  was 
pot  in  and  read.  It  was  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
»otc,  dated  the  11th  of  September,  1843,  for  21/.  9^.,  pay- 
•Ue  four  months  after  date.  It  was  produced  by  the  de- 
faidant  under  a  notice  to  produce,  and  appeared  to  have 
^  been  paid  when  due. 

£•  James,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  the  plaintiff 
""^  be  nonsuited.  This  is  a  mere  non-feasance  by  the 
"^feidant  as  an  attorney.  He  consents  to  the  discharge 
^  one  of  three  co-defendants,  which,  in  point  of  law,  dis- 
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1844.  charges  the  judgment  as  to  all^  and  he  then  omits  to  give 
notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  not  to  execute  a  writ  which 
he  had  against  the  other  two  defendants^  and  one  of 
them  is  taken.  In  this  case^  it  is  essential  that  malice 
should  be  proved,  but  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  of 
it  further  than  the  arrest  of  the  present  plaintiff.  It  was  a 
mere  non-feasance  in  Mr.  Holt,  in  not  giving  notice  to  the 
sheriff  of  Surrey  that  a  person  who  was  a  co-defendant 
with  the  present  plaintiff  had  been  discharged. 

Parke,  B. — To  support  this  action  there  must  be  ma- 
lice, and  want  of  probable  cause,  but  I  think  the  case  must 
go  to  the  jury. 

jB.  James  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant,  and  sub- 
mitted that  there  was  no  evidence  at  all  of  any  malice  in 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  promissory  note 
not  being  paid  when  due  shewed  that  the  present  defend- 
ant had  been  imposed  upon  when  he  took  it,  and  that  the 
present  defendant  thought  he  was  taking  a  note  which 
would  be  paid  when  due,  whereas,  in  fact,  he  was  taking  a 
note  that  was  really  not  worth  the  stamp,  or  even  the  paper 
on  which  it  was  written. 

Parke,  B.,  (in  summing  up).— This  is  an  action  for  wil- 
fully and  maUciously  neglecting  to  countermand  an  execu- 
tion against  the  defendant  after  the  debt  and  costs  had 
been  previously  compromised  on  the  arrest  of  another  per- 
son in  the  city  of  London.  The  declaration  states  that  a 
person  named  Eales,  having  recovered  a  judgment  against 
the  present  plaintiff,  and  two  persons  named  Frazer  and 
Terry,  two  writs  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  were  sued 
out  on  that  judgment,  the  one  into  London,  and  the 
other  into  Surrey ;  that  Frazer  having  been  taken  on  the 
former  writ,  he  was,  by  the  defendant,  as  attorney  of  Eales, 
discharged;  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to 
have  given  notice  of  this  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey^  and  in- 
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stracted  him  not  to  arrest  the  plaintifiT,  and  that  the  de-         1344. 
&ndant^  maliciously  and  without  probable  eause^  did  not 
nor  would  give  such  notice  and  so  instruct  the  sheriflf  of 
Surrey,  by  reason  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  by 
the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  and  detained  in  custody  from  the 
14ih  of  September  to  the  6th  of  November,  when  he  was 
discharged  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.    Now,  I  con- 
sider the  law  to  be,  that,  if  a  plaintiff  or  his   attorney 
lias  received  the  debt  and   costs,  in  a  case  where  the 
diAtor  had  been  taken  in  execution,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
pUatiff  or  his  attorney  to  discharge  him ;  and  so,  if  he 
tenders  the  amount,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  execution-cre- 
ditor, or  his  attorney,  to  discharge  him,  and  the  omis- 
<ioa  80  to  do  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  malice.      The 
Isv  also  is,  that,  if  the  debt  and  costs  are  paid  or  satis- 
fed,  the  judgment  is  at  an  end ;  and  if  the  judgment  be 
•gainst  several,  the  execution-creditor^s  discharging  one  of 
ihem  out  of  custody  who  has  been  taken  in  execution  dis- 
darges  all  of  them.     It  appears  here  that  the  defendant, 
on  the  9th  of  September,  took  the  promissory  note  of 
Inier  and  another  person,  payable   four  months  after 
iite,  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  costs.     This  note 
^  a  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  and  was,  in  point  of 
hr,  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  as  to  all  the  three  ori- 
iM  defendants.    And,  prima  facie,  it  is  to  be  considered 
ftc  duty  of  Mr.  Holt,  the  present  defendant,  to  have  given 
wme  directions  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  not  to  proceed  fur- 
tber  against  the  present  plaintiff  on  the  writ  which  was  in 
Ids  hands ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  an  omission  by  an 
•ttomey  to  do  so  is  prim&  facie  evidence  of  malice.     But 
J^  must  not  find  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  you  are  satisfied 
^  the  defendant  was  actuated  by  what  in  law  is  termed 
'^^•lice;  but  by  the  term  malice,  I  do  not  mean  ill-will,  or 
'^^enge,  or  the  like,  but  any  indirect  motive,  such  as  an 
nitention  to  get  more  costs  for  himself  from  the  present 
plaintiff  and  the  other  original  defendants,  or  the  trying  to 
^OL.  I.  u  N.  p. 
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1844.  g^  the  debt  for  his  client  from  some  of  these  pencils  be- 
sides Frazer.  StiU^  by  this  primft  fade  evidence  of  malice, 
Mr.  Holt  is  called  on  to  give  some  explanation,  but  he 
does  not  appear  to  give  any  that  is  very  satisfactory.  His 
counsel  certainly  has  suggested  that  the  note  was  not  paid 
when  due,  and  that  it  was  a  fraud  upon  him.  Now,  if 
the  parties  to  this  note  had  represented  themselves  to  be 
solvent,  when,  in  fact,  they  were  not  so ;  or  if  any  other 
fraud  had  been  committed  on  Mr.  Holt,  on  the  giving  of 
this  note,  that  would  entitle  him  to  a  verdict ;  but  there  is 
no  evidence  of  this,  except  the  mere  fact,  that  the  note  is 
not  paid  when  due.  With  respect  to  the  time  the  plaintiff 
remained  in  prison,  I  ought  to  tell  you  that  he  might  have 
procured  his  dischai^e  by  applying  to  a  judge  at  chambers 
immediately  after  he  knew  that  the  defendant  had  taken 
this  note  from  Frazer.  If  the  defendant  has  not  satisfiEu;- 
torily  explained  the  matter  to  you,  by  shewing  yon  some 
good  reason  why  he  did  not  countermand  this  writ,  I 
think  that  you  ought  to  find  for  the  plaintiff;  but  if  you 
think  that  Mr.  Holt,  when  the  note  was  given  to  him, 
thought  that  it  was  a  good  note,  when,  in  truth,  it  was 
really  a  fraud  on  him,  you  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 

defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Whatelet/y  for  the  plaintiff,  applied  to  the  learned  Baron 
to  certify,  imder  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  5J4,  that  the  griev- 
ance was  wilful  and  malicious  (a). 

E,  JameSy  for  the  defendant. — I  hope  that  your  Lordship 
will  allow  the  defendant  to  put  in  an  affidavit  to  shew  how 
the  matter  really  arose. 


(a)  See  the  case  oi  Foster  v.  Pointer y  9  C.  &  P.  718;  and  the  case  of 
Swinton  v.  SwindeU,  post. 


f 
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WhateUy, — ^I  hope  that  your  Lordship  will  allow  me  to         1344, 
iRit  in  affidavits.  ));""■>'     ' 

*  TXBBUTT 

9. 

Parke^  B. — I  decline  to  certify,  and  I  shall  not  receive        ^oj^t, 
ifidaTits. 

Whateley  and  Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. 

£.  JomeSy  tot  the  defendant. 

[Attornies-— /.  HumphreySy  and  W,  J,  Holt,"] 


Second  Sitting  at  Westminster  in  Trinity  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE    MR.    BARON    PARKE. 


Wilson  ».  Magnay,  Esq.,  and  Another,  Sheriff  of  June  Ath. 

Middlesex. 

vASE  against  the  defendants,  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  in  an  action 

A.      .               . .                                           IT                           -J.     r>          *  against  the 

wnot  arresting  a  person,  named  Lee,  on  a  wnt  ot  capias  sheriff  for  not 

rf  satisfaciendum,  sued  out  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  J.*^*"^  *  ^®' 

'                           °  fendant  on  a  ca. 

plaintiff. — Plea,  not  guilty  (a).  sa.,  the  sheriff's 

f^                                                                           ,                                       _  officer  to  whom 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  a  sheriff  ^s  officer,  named  the  warrant  haa 

Walter,  was  caUed.     He  stated  on  the  voir  dire,  that  he  ort^hfcTsa. 

was  the  officer  to  whom  the  warrant  on  the  writ  of  capias  ".*  competent 

*•  witness  for  the 

ad  satisfaciendum  had  been  granted  by  the  defendants ;  defendant, 

Imitated  that  he  had  given  the  usual  bond  to  the  sheriff,  6&7  Vict!*  ' 

IwJt  that  he  had  not  instructed  or  employed  the  attorney  ^'  ^^' 
fcr  the  defendants  in  this  case. 

Bumfrey  and  Wordsworth,  for  the  plaintiff. — He  is  not 

(0  There  were  other  pleas,  in  which  no  point  of  law  arose. 
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Wilson 

tr. 
Maonat. 


a  competent  witness;  he  is  the  real  defendant^  and  he 
must  repay  the  sheriff  every  thing  that  is  incurred  in  this 
action. 

Jervis  and  C  R.  Kennedy,  for  the  defendants. — ^This 
witness  is  rendered  competent  by  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  85,  s.  1  (J),  which  entirely  puts  an  end  to  the  objection 
that  the  witness  is  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit. 


(b)  By  which  it  is  enacted,  **  That 
no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall 
hereafter  he  excluded  hy  reason  of 
incapacity  from  crime  or  interest 
from  giving  evidence,  either  in  per- 
son or  hy  deposition,  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  on  the 
trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any 
matter  or  question,  or  on  any  in- 
quiry arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or 
proceeding,  civil   or  criminal,  in 
any  court,  or  hefore   any  judge, 
jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magistrate, 
officer,  or  person  having,  hy  law  or 
hy  consent  of  parties,  authority  to 
hear,  receive,  and    examine   evi- 
dence; hut  that  every  person  so 
offered  may  and  shall  he  admitted 
to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn 
affirmation  in  those  cases  wherein 
affirmation   is  hy  law  receivahle, 
notwithstanding  that  such  person 
may  or  shall  have  an  interest  in 
the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the 
event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue,  mat- 
ter, question,  or  injury,  or  of  the 
suit,  action,  or  proceeding  in  which 
he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  not- 
withstanding that  such  person  of- 
fered as  a  witness  may  have  heen 
previously  con\nctcd  of  any  crime 
or  offence :  Provided  that  this  act 
shall  not   render  competent  any 
party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  pro- 
ceeding individually  named  in  the 
record,  or  any  lessor  of  the  plain- 


tiff or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to 
he  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  the 
landlord  or  other  person  in  whose 
right  any   defendant  in  replevin 
may  make  cognizance,  or  any  per- 
son in  whose  immediate  and  indivi- 
dual hehalf  any  action    may  be 
hrought  or  defended,  either  wholly 
or  in  part,  or  the  husband  or  wife 
of  such  persons  respectively ;  pro- 
vided also,  that  this  act  shall  not 
repeal  any  provision  in  a  certain  act 
passed  in  the  session  of  Parliament 
holden  in  the  seventh  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  Majesty,  and  in 
the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  her 
present  Majesty,  intituled  'An Act 
for  the  Amendment  of  the  Laws 
with  respect  to  Wills  :*  Provided 
that  in  courts  of  equity  any  de- 
fendant to  any  cause  pending  in 
any  such  court  may  be  examined 
as  a  witness  on  the  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  or  of  any  co-defendant  in 
any  such  cause,  saving  just  excep- 
tions ;  and  tliat  any  interest  which 
such  defendant  so  to  be  examined 
may  have  in  the  matters  or  any  of 
the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause 
shall  not  be  deemed  a  just  excep- 
tion to  the  testimony  of  such  de- 
fendant, but  shall  only  be  consi- 
dered as  affecting  or   tending  to 
affect  the  credit  of  such  defendant 


as  a  witness. 


» 
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Humfrey. — ^The  statute  does  not  render  competent  *'  any  1844. 

^GiTson  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  any  ac-  wilson 

ion  may  be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  part.'*  ^^ 
the  action  is  substantially  defended  for  the  officer. 

7abkE|  B. — I  think  that  he  is  a  competent  witness. 

The  witness  was  examined. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifiP  (c). 

Emnfrey  and  Wordsworth,  for^the  plaintiff. 
Jerrw  and  C.  22.  Kennedy,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomies — Hare^  and  KUgour  Sf  Co.'] 
(c)  See  the  next  case. 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


Sittings  at  Westminster  after  Trinity  Temiy  1844. 

BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  WIOHTMAN. 


Wheeler  v.  Senior,  Esq.  June  22. 

LASE  against  the  defendant  as  the  late  sheriff  of  Buckinghamshire,  for  In  an  action 

Mtairestine  John  Holland,  the  elder,  on  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfacien-  *[g*i"8*  a  sheriff 

J..         ,  .       1  .        .    1         .-!,../,.  for  not  taking 

«BB  laed  out  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff.  i^  defendant  on 

Heaa: — Ist,  not  guilty ;  2nd,  that  the  writ  was  not  delivered  to  the  de-  a  ca.  sa.,  the 

Wint  as  sheriff;  3rd,  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  taken  John  jj"^^°h  ^" 

Hafland,  the  elder,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged.  warrant  has 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  John  Gibbs,  a  sheriff's  officer,  was  called,  been  granted  on 

Reitated  on  the  voir  dire,  that  he  was  the  officer  to  whom  the  warrant  ^^®  *^"'  ■";  ".  * 

I.,  y  '      r  iiiii.  competent  wit- 

naa  been  granted  on  the  wnt  of  ca.  sa.,  and  that  he  had  given  the  usual  ness  for  the  de- 

"^  to  the  sheriff,  but  that  he  did  not  defend  the  present  action.  fendant,  and  is 

not  a  person 
*'  in  whose  im- 


and  individual  behalf*  the  action  is  defended,  so  as  to  come  within  the  proviso  in  sect.  1 
«theitiu6&7  Vict.c.  85. 
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Piatt,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that  this  witness  cannot  be  examined. 
He,  having  given  a  bond  to  the  sheriff,  is  in  reality  the  defendant  in  this 
action. 

W.  ff,  Watson,  for  the  defendant — ^This  witness  has  no  immediate  in- 
terest in  this  action.  If  any  action  should  be  brought  against  him  on  his 
bond,  the  record  in  the  present  action  would  not  be  evidence  of  negli- 
gence, but  merely  as  to  the  damages.  There  is  no  doubt  that  this  wit- 
ness is  an  interested  witness,  but  he  is  nothing  more  than  interested,  and 
by  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  no  person  who  is  offered  as  a  witness  is  now 
to  be  rejected  on  the  ground  of  either  interest  or  crime.  The  witness 
has  not  even  an  immediate  interest  in  the  result  of  this  trial.  If  a  person 
is  immediately  liable,  he  is  no  doubt  incompetent ;  but  if  he  can  only  be 
made  liable  by  another  action  being  brought  against  him,  he  is  not,  since 
the  statute,  disqualified  as  a  witness. 

Piatt, — ^The  statute  contains  a  proviso,  "that  this  act  shall  not  render 
competent  any  person  on  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  any 
action  may  be  either  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  part." 
Here  the  action  is  in  reality  defended  for  this  witness. 


WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^I  consider  that  this  is  not  for  the  immediate  benefit 
of  the  witness,  as  he  could  only  be  made  liable  through  the  medium  of 
another  action. 

The  witness  was  examined. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £150  (a). 

Piatt  and  Gunning,  for  the  plaintiff. 

W,  If,  Watson  and  John  Gray,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Gem,  Pooley  ^  Risley,  and  Meyrick,'] 


(a)  See  the  preceding  case. 
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WARWICK  ASSIZES. 


{Croum  Side.) 


BEFORE    BARON    GURNET. 


Beoina  V,  Benjamin  Bannen. 

Indictment  on  the  stat.  2  wm.  4,  c.  34,  s.  10.—  a.  was  indicted 

Ae  1st  count  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  for  feloniously 
^th  feloniously  making  a  die  which  would  impress  the  "hich  would 
Sgure,  stamp  and  resemblance  of  the  obverse  side  of  a  impress  the 

I      j^.  .       .  .         resemblance  of 

'  ttUng ;  2nd  count  for  beginning  to  make  such  a  die ;  the  obvene  side 
W  count  for  feloniously  making  a  die  which  was  intended  a.  had  gone  to 
b  impress  the  figure,  stamp,  and  apparent  resemblance  of  *n^jJ*J*dered 

I  ihilling.  ^0"  r  dies  of  the 

sizeofashiU 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Charles  Frederick  Carter,  a  die-  ling  to  be 
«iiiker  at  Birmingham,  that  the  prisoner  applied  to  him  to  Jihem'to  be'for 
ih\  dies  for  counters  for  two  whist  clubs,  one  at  Exeter  ^'°  '^^^istciuu. 

'  One  die  was  to 

•lid  the  other  at  Blandford,  stating  that  it  was  their  prac-  be  exactly  like 

^  .,  .,  .,  ,,.  .  the  obverse  side 

Hcetoplay  with  counters  with  one  side  resembling  coins,  of  a  shilling, 

'     «id  that  they  wished  to  have  counters  stamped  by  dies  f^°  ripurnlV" 

to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  following  written  direc-  ^}}^^  exactly 

^  ^  °  like  the  reverse 

tlOns:—  sideofashiU 

"Four  dies  for  whist  counters,  obverse  head  of  Queen  founhwithan 

I  inscription. 

I        r|^  making  them,  the  die-sinker  communicated  with  the  officers  of  the  Mint,  who  directed 
.         ^toeiecttte  the  prisoner's  order,  which  he  did,  the  prisoner  having  desired  him  to  make  the 
I         Ji.^  ^i'^  before  he  made  the  other  two  dies,  which  he  did,  and  from  these  counterfeit 
"^^^^  CMld  be  coined : — Held,  that  A.  waa  rightly  indicted  for  the  felony  as  a  principal. 


Reoina 
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1844.         Victoria  as  in  the  shilling  coin.    Reverse^  Blandford  Whist 
Club^  established,  1800.     Obverse,  the  shilling,  as  in  coin, 
t>,  with  wreath,  &c.     Reverse,  Exeter  Whist  Club,  established 

in  1800.  The  obverse  to  be  as  much  a  fac  simU  as  can  be. 
The  letters  on  the  reverse  to  vary  in  size.  All  the  dies  to 
be  of  the  same  size  and  fit  either  collar.^' 

When  Mr.  Carter  considered  these  directions,  it  occurred 
to  him  that  there  was  something  very  suspicious  in  themi 
and  he  applied  to  the  agent  of  the  Mint  at  Birmingham^ 
and  communicated  the  order  to  him.  The  agent  sent  to 
the  officers  of  the  Mint  in  London  for  instructions,  and 
Mr.  Carter  was  by  them  directed  to  execute  the  prisoner's 
order.  He  proceeded,  and  a  long  correspondence  took 
place  on  account  of  the  work  not  being  executed  within 
the  time  expected.  In  the  course  of  the  correspondence 
the  prisoner  desired  to  have  the  obverse  of  one  of  the  pieces 
and  the  obverse  of  the  other  finished  first,  and  they  were  so. 
When  they  were  finished  they  formed  the  dies  for  the  coin- 
ing of  a  shilling ;  and  an  impression  made  by  the  dies  was 
produced  in  Court. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  for  the  prisoner,  objected  that  the  prisoner 
could  not  be  convicted,  as  he  had  not  himself  done  any- 
thing in  the  construction  of  the  dies,  and  that  he  was  not 
answerable  in  this  form  of  charge  for  the  act  of  Carter. 
That  Carter  having  acted  under  the  instructions  of  the 
Mint,  no  felony  whatever  had  been  committed,  and  that 
the  prisoner  should  have  been  indicted  for  a  misdemeanour 
in  exciting  Carter  to  commit  a  felony. 

GuENEY,  B. — I  shall  reserve  the  case  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  judges. 

Verdict,  Guilty. 

Waddington  and  Mellor,  for  the  prosecution. 
AdamSy  Serjt.,  and  Whitehurst,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — SoUcUon/or  the  Mint,  and  T,  Harding  J] 
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BirOEE  LORD  DSNMAN,  C.  J.  ;  TINDAL^  C.  J.  ;  POLLOCK^  C.  B.  ;  1844. 

PARKS,  B.;    ALDSBSON,    B.  j    PATTE80N,    J.  j    GURNET,  B. ;  "EiMaiVA 

WILLIAMS,  J. ;    COLTHAN,  J.  j    ERSKINE,  J.  ;    ROLFE,    B.  ;  ^    ^* 
WI6HTMAN,  J.  ;  AND  CRESSWELL,  J. 

WkUekitrst,  for  the  prisoner. — By  the  stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.      Jpril  27. 
H  s*  10,  it  is  enacted,  '^  That,  if  any  person  shall  knouAngly 
nd  without  lawful  authority  (the  proof  of  which  authority 
AaD  lie  on  the  party  accused)  make  or  mend,  or  begin 
V  proceed  to  make  or  mend,  or  buy  or  sell,  or  shall  knoW' 
iy^  and  without  lawful  excuse  (the  proof  of  which  excuse 
lUl  lie  on  the  party  accused)  have  in  his  custody  or  pos- 
mnoa  any  puncheon,  counter-puncheon,  matrix,  stamp, 
^  pattern,  or  mould,  in  or  upon  which  there  shall  be 
Bade  or  impressed,  or  which  will  make  or  impress,  or  which 
dull  be  intended  to  make  or  impress,  the  figure,  stamp,  or 
ipparent  resemblance  of  both  or  either  of  the  sides  of  any 
tf  the  King's  current  gold  or  silver  coin,  or  any  part  or 
pirts  of  both  or  either  of  such  sides,''  every  such  offender 
dnll  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  transported  for  life  or  for  any 
form  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  imprisoned  for  any  term 
Vt  exceeding  four  years.     It  must  in  this  case  be  taken 
iit  the  prisoner  intended  these  dies  to  coin  counterfeit 
lUlings;  but  it  appears,  that,  before  Mr.  Carter  did  any- 
ftmg  towards  the  making  of  the  dies,  he  applied  to  the 
officers  of  the  Mint,  and,  after  getting  their  sanction,  that 
lie  made  the  dies.      The  offence  is,  the  knowingly  and 
^ont  lawful  authority  making  the  die.     Here,  no  per- 
son bas  without  lawful  authority  either  made  or  begun  to 
^e  any  die.     The  only  person  who  did  make  the  dies  is 
Mr.  Carter,  and  he  had  authority. 

I^rd  Denman,  C.  J. — ^What  was  his  authority  ? 

^Kiekurst. — ^That  which  he  had  from  the  officers  of  the 
*Mbt.  But  I  would  put  it  thus— The  officers  of  the  Mint 
®^  could  give  authority,  or  they  could  not.     If  they 
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could  give  authority^  Mr.  Carter  had  it :  if  they  could  not, 
Mr.  Carter  made  the  die  without  lawful  authority,  and  he 
V.  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  law ;  and  it  is  also  clear  that 

he  did  know  it,  and  then  he  is  guilty  of  the  principal  felony, 
and  the  prisoner  was  only  an  accessary  before  the  fact.  And 
if  no  felony  was  committed  in  the  making  of  these  dies, 
the  prisoner  is  not  guilty  of  felony  even  as  an  accessary. 
A  person  cannot  be  convicted  of  felony  as  a  principal  un^ 
less  he  commit  it  himself,  or  cause  the  commission  of  it 
by  some  ignorant  agent;  as,  when  an  ignorant  agent  utters 
a  forged  note,  not  knowing  it  to  be  forged,  or  when  a  person 
mixes  poison  in  a  bowl  and  gives  it  to  a  servant  to  carry  to 
his  master,  and  the  servant  does  so,  and  the  master  takes 
the  poison  and  is  killed :  there  the  person  who  procured 
the  uttering  of  the  note,  and  the  person  who  mixed  the 
poison,  would  be  the  principals ;  but  if,  in  the  latter  case,  the 
servant  knew  the  contents  of  the  poisoned  bowl,  he  would 
be  the  principal,  and  the  person  who  mixed  the  poison 
would  be  the  accessary.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that 
Mr.  Carter  did  not  know  that  the  prisoner  had  no  author- 
ity to  order  these  dies,  because  he  learnt  that  from  the 
Mint  before  he  made  them,  and  yet  he  makes  them :  he 
is  therefore  in  the  same  situation  as  the  servant  who 
knows  of  the  poison  in  the  bowl.  However,  I  should  rather 
submit,  that,  in  this  case,  there  was  no  felony  committed  by 
any  one,  as  the  Mint  officers  authorized  the  making  of  the 
dies.  If  A.  tells  B.  to  go  into  a  third  man^s  close,  and  be* 
fore  doing  so  6.  tells  the  third  man,  and  the  third  man 
says,  "  You  may  go  there,^^  and  B.  does  so,  this  would  not 
make  A.  guilty  of  a  trespass. 

Parke,  B. — There  would  be  then  no  trespass  committed. 

Waddington,  for  the  Crown. — I  admit,  that,  if  Mr.  Carter 
has  committed  a  felony,  the  prisoner  cannot  be  properly 
convicted  as  a  principal.  The  first  question,  therefore,  is, 
whether  Mr.  Carter  has  committed  a  felony. 


Rboina 

tr. 

BAITNSir. 
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liord  Denman^  C.  J. — Mr.  Carter  is  a  felon  if  he  made         1344^ 
the  dies  knowingly^  and  without  lawful  authority. 

TiKDAL^  C.  J. — '*  Knowingly ''  must  mean  with  a  de- 
Bgn. 

Waddington. — It  is  impossible^  if  Mr.  Carter  had  been 
tried,  that  he  ever  could  have  been  convicted.  The  word 
^knowingly '^  must  mean  that  the  person  knew  that  the 
fc  was  to  be  used  for  some  improper  purpose^  and  the 
twds  "  lawful  authority  "  must  be  taken  to  mean  author- 
ityfrom  some  person  having  jurisdiction  over  the  matter; 
ind  I  should  submit^  that  the  words  "without  lawful 
Mthority "  do  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  where 
flie  ofiScers  of  the  Mint  had  authority,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  direct  this  person  to  go  on  with  these  dies. 
Then,  if  Mr.  Carter  has  not  been  guilty  of  felony,  the 
qioestion  is,  whether,  if  a  person  procures  a  felony  to  be 
committed  by  one  who  is  not  guilty  of  felony,  the  person 
M)  procuring  is  not  the  principal  felon.  It  is  laid  down  by 
Mr.  Justice  Foster  {a),  that  a  person,  to  be  a  principal 
Hon,  "  must  be  present  at  the  perpetration,  otherwise  he 
cm  be  no  more  than  an  accessary  before  the  fact,  except 
in  some  special  cases  founded  in  necessity  and  political 
]Q>tice ;  I  mean  that  justice  which  is  due  to  the  public,  ne 
maleficia  remaneant  impunita;^'  and  he  instances  the 
cues  of  poison  laid  for  a  person  to  take  in  the  absence 
of  him  who  laid  it ;  poison  prepared  by  one  and  admini- 
stered by  another,  "  not  knowing  that  it  was  poison  f'  and 
^  cases  of  inciting  a  madman,  or  a  child  not  of  the 
years  of  discretion,  to  commit  a  felony.  Here  Mr.  Carter 
h*d  a  knowledge,  but  not  a  guilty  knowledge,  for,  al- 
ftongh  this  was  a  felony  in  the  prisoner,  it  was  not  a  felony 
'^  Mr.  Carter. 

Parke,  B. — It  turns  on  the  innocence  of  the  agent.    It 

(a)  Post.  C.  L.  349. 
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1844.        is  very  difficult  to  put  a  case  of  innocence  in  the  agent 
^^^•J^      without  ignorance.     There  can   be  no  crime  without  a 
»•  principal^  but  it  is  put  here  that  Mr.  Carter  is  innocent 

because  he  had  authority. 

Waddington. — K  Mr.  Carter,  without  authority,  had  or- 
dered one  of  his  workmen  to  make  these  dies,  telling  him 
that  he  had  an  order  from  the  Mint  to  have  them  made, 
the  workman  would  have  known  that  he  was  making  dies 
for  coin,  but  would  have  believed  that  he  was  doing  right, 
and  that  he  had  authority,  and  in  that  case  Mr.  Carter 
would  have  been  the  principal  felon,  although  he  never 
touched  the  dies.  It  appears  from  the  cases  of  Rex  v. 
Palmer  (J),  Rex  v.  Stewart  (c),  and  Rex  v.  GUes  (rf),  that 
where  a  person  procures  another  to  commit  a  felony  in  his 
absence,  and  it  be  committed  by  a  guilty  agent,  the  person 
procuring  it  is  an  accessary  before  the  fact;  but  if  it  be 
committed  by  an  innocent  agent,  the  person  procuring  it 
is  a  principal.  It  is  difficult  to  say  how  the  distinction  of 
principal  and  accessary  first  arose,  and  why  there  should  be 
no  accessaries  in  treason  and  misdemeanour.  Mr.  Justice 
Blackstone  says  (e),  that  there  are  no  accessaries  in  treason 
because  the  offence  is  so  great,  and  no  accessaries  in  mis- 
demeanour because  the  offence  is  so  small. 

Alderson,  B. — That  is  no  reason  at  all. 

Waddington, — In  Regina  v.  Mazeau  and  Others  (/),  three 
prisoners  were  charged  as  principals  with  engraving  plates 
for  forged  Russian  notes.  Two  of  the  prisoners,  Mazeau 
and  Bamuz,  actually  gave  orders  to  an  engraver,  an  inno- 
cent agent,  to  engrave  the  plate,  but  the  third  prisoner, 
Bault,  was  not  present  when  the  order  was  given,  though 
there  was  evidence  to  connect  him  with  the  transaction. 
Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  in  his  summing  up,  told  the  jury,  that, 

(h)  1  N.  R.  96.  (e)  4  Bl.  Com.,  ch.  3. 

(c)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  363.  (/)  9  C.  &  P.  676. 

{d)  1  M.  C.  C.  166. 
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if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  Bault  first  communi-         1344. 
cated  with  the  other  two,  and  then  that  they  all  concurred      "_   ^ 
in  employing  the  engraver,  they  might  all  three  be  found  t^. 

..^  Bannen. 

guilty. 

Patteson,  J. — I  should  like  to  see  the  indictment  in 
that  case,  to  ascertain  whether  there  was  any  count  for 
having  the  plate  in  their  possession.  It  appears  by  my 
note  that  the  plate  was  found  in  the  possession  of  Mazeau 
Ud  Bamuz ;  and,  as  Bault  was  acquitted,  they  could  have 
been  convicted  on  a  count  for  that,  without  reference  to 
their  having  caused  the  plate  to  be  engraved  {g), 

Waddingion, — ^The  case  reaUy  turns  on  the  distinction 
l>ctween  actual  knowledge  and  guilty  knowledge.  There 
i«  no  authority  in  the  books,  and  no  reason  for  holding  that 
^  person  who  acts  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  a  crime  is 
x^€t  an  innocent  agent. 

Alderson,  B. — If  a  person  desirous  of  stealing  my  horse 
Hsks  my  servant  to  let  him  do  so,  and  the  servant  tells  me 
of  it,  and  I  say,  "Take  out  the  horse  and  give  it  to  him, 
•uid  I,  to  confirm  your  evidence,  will  have  you  both  taken 
'^th  the  horse  in  your  possession ;"  and  all  this  be  done, — 
''^ould  this  be  horsesteaUng? 

Waddington. — I  should  say  that  it  would  be. 

Aldebson,  B. — Though  the  horse  was  sent  by  my  order. 
*f  the  person  comes  and  takes  the  horse  himself,  it  is  a 
Afferent  matter. 

Pakke,  B. — If  the  crime  is  never  committed  at  all,  no- 
^^ody  could  be  guilty  of  it.     The  case  put  by  my  Brother 

ig)  The  indictment   on  which  but  there  was   a  separate  indict- 

^aateau  and  Ramuz  were  convict-  ment  against  them  for  having  the 

^  did  not  contain  any  count  for  plate  in  their  possession,  but  on 

oaTiBg  the  plate  in  their  possession,  that  indictment  they  were  not  tried. 
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1844.  Patteson,  J.,  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 

R^^      fifteen  judges. 


V, 

Janbs. 


Verdict,  Guilty  (a). 


(yMalletfy  for  the  prosecution. 
Prendergast,  for  the  prisoner. 


Attoroies — Green  and  RogenJ] 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
judges,  who  held  the  conviction  right. 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Stal- 
lion,  1  M.  C.  C.  398,  it  was  held, 
that  an  open  shed  in  a  farm- yard, 
composed  of  upright  posts  support- 
ing pieces  of  wood  laid  across  them 
and  covered  with  straw  as  a  roof, 
is  an  out-house  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  2; 
but  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  EUison, 
Id.  336,  it  was  held,  that  an  open 
building  in  a  field,  at  a  distance  of 
a  furlong  from  and  out  of  the  sight 
of  the  owner's  house,  though  board- 
ed round  and  covered  in,  was  not  an 
out-house  within  that  enactment. 
In  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Woodward, 
Id.  323,  and  Rex  v.  Newill,  Id. 
458,  questions  were  raised  as  to 
whether  certain  buildings  were  out- 
houses or  not ;  but  those  cases  were 
both  decided  on  other  points.  In 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Houghton,  5  C. 
&  P.  555,  a  building  had  been  built 
for  an  oven  to  bake  bricks,  but  af- 
terwards was  roofed  and  a  door  put 
to  it.  In  this  place,  the  prosecutor 
kept  a  cow ;  adjoining  to  it,  but  not 
under  the  same  roof,  was  a  lean- 
to,  in  which  another  person  kept  a 
horse.  Neither  the  prosecutor  nor 
the  person  of  whom  he  rented  this 


building  had  any  house  or  farm- 
yard near  it,  nor  did  any  wall  con- 
nect it  with  any  dwelling-house,  the 
nearest  dwelling  being  one  hundred 
yards  off,  and  not  belonging  to 
either  the  prosecutor  or  his  land- 
lord. Mr.  Justice  Taunttm  held, 
that  this  was  neither  a  stable  nor  an 
out-house;  and  that,  if  a  person  set 
it  on  fire,  (the  lean-to  not  being 
burnt),  he  could  not  be  convicted 
of  setting  fire  to  either  an  '*  out- 
house" or  a  stable."  And  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Taunton  said,  "  I  apprehend 
that  it  has  been  settled  from  ancient 
times,  that  an  out-house  must  be 
that  which  belongs  to  a  dwelling- 
house,  and  is,  in  some  respects, 
parcel  of  such  dwelling-house ;  " 
''and  this  building  being  wholly  un- 
connected with  the  dwelling-house, 
it  is  not  included  in  the  legal  defi- 
nition of  out-house."  And  in  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Parrot,  6  C.  &  P. 
402,  Baron  Faughan  was  of  opin- 
ion that  a  cart-hovel,  consisting  of 
a  stubble  roof,  supported  by  up- 
rights, in  a  field,  at  a  distance  from 
other  buildings,  was  not  an  out- 
house. 
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1844  (a). 


NEWCASTLE  ASSIZES. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    COLTMAN, 


Laiu 


Begina  r.  Hornby  and  Another.  JV5.  29th. 

CENY. — The  indictment  charged,  that  the  prisoner  a.  received 
Hornby  and  one  W.  G.,  divers  quantities  of  yarn,  (de-  f^o'™  A?' 
wiMng  them.)  of  the  ffoods  and  chattels  of  one  W.  B.  P.,  servant  of  C.) 

li    .  under  colour  of 

wiuously  did   steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  the  a  pretended 

ttte^  0.  sale ' — ^*W, 

r»^  «C.  that  the  fact  of 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  W.  G.  was  foreman  in  the  ceivcrlu?h*" 
;  •ittploy  of  W.  B.  P,  who  was  a  canvass  manufacturer ;  and  goods  ^>tli 

ii.  , .     ,       .  ,  ,  .  .  ^   knowledge  that 

Wit  ills  business  was,  amongst  other  things,  to  give  out  b.  had  no 

fcm  the  warehouse  of  W.  B.  P.  the  yam  which  was  re-  J^u^and^that 

fini  at  the  manufactory,  for  the  purpose  of  being  wrought  ^^^^^^^^  ^^^ 

^into  canvass.    It  was  no  part  of  the  business  of  W.  B.  P,  master,  was 

biell  yarn,  and  W.  G.  had  no  authority  from  him  to  sell  dence  to  sup- 

ftit  commodity.     It  appeared  further,  that  the  prisoner  JTent  for  Ur^" 

Hornby,  who  was  a  canvass  weaver,  had  on  two  occasions  ceny  against  A. 

...r  jointly  with  B. 

•Bt  his  servants  to  the  warehouse  of  W.  B.  P.  for  the 
9itf06e  of  bringing  away  yarn,  and  that,  on  the  former  of 
^w  occasions,  W.  G.  had  delivered  with  the  yarn  an 
'^ce,  which  was  made  out  in  the  name  of  W.  B.  P. 
"ith  reference  to  the  latter  of  these  transactions,  however, 
to  which  alone  the  charge  in  the  indictment  referred,  the 
^cnce  was  as  follows : — On  the  day  named  in  the  indict- 

(')  Heported  by  John  A.  Russell,  Esq.,  B.  A.,  of  Gray's  Inn,  Bar- 
^01"  I.  X  N.  P. 


306  CASES  ON  THE 

1844.        ment,  Hornby  requested  two  of  his  workmen  to  go  to  the 
^■"■^^'^'      warehouse  of  W.  B.  P.,  in  order  to  get  some  yam.    They 
V-  went  accordingly^  and^  on  arriving  at  the  place  in  question, 

they  found  Hornby  and  W.  G.  there.     Certain  parcels  of 
yarn  were  pointed  out  to  them^  as  the  yam  which  they 
were  to  take  to  Homby^s  premises ;  and  they,  thereupon, 
in  the  presence  of  Hornby  and  of  W.  G.,  carried  away  the 
yarn  in  question,  which  yarn  was  afterwards  wrought  up 
into  canvass  by  Homby^s  servants.   There  was  no  evidence 
of  any  invoice  having  passed  between  the  parties  in  the 
course  of  this  latter  transaction ;  nor  did  it  appear  whether 
Hornby  was  or  was  not  aware  that  W.  G.  had  no  authority 
to  sell ;  but  it  was  proved,  that,  when  Hornby  was  charged 
with  having  been  concerned  with  W.  G.  in  the  above  trans-    ] 
actions,  he  produced  the  invoice  which  W.  G.  had  given 
him  on  the  first  occasion,  and  stated,  that,  except  on  that 
occasion,  he  had  had  no  dealings  with  him. 
On  this  evidence,  it  was  objected,  by 

Foot,  for  the  prisoner  Hornby,  that,  as  against  him,  the 
facts  proved  did  not  support  the  indictment.  It  was  dear, 
that,  so  far  as  Hornby  was  concerned,  the  first  transaction 
had  been  a  bond  fide  purchase  from  W.G.;  and  he  submitted^ 
that,  with  respect  to  the  second,  there  was,  at  least,  no  evi- 
dence to  support  the  charge  of  larceny, — the  facts  prov^ 
against  him  amounting,  at  the  utmost,  merely  to  evidence 
that  he  had  received  the  goods  in  question  knowing  thel** 
to  have  been  stolen. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  however,  told  the  jury,  that  if  Hornby knet^ 
that,  in  the  transaction  in  question,  W.  G.  was  in  fact  coit*^ 
mitting  a  felony,  he,  as  well  as  W.  G.,  was  guilty  of  a  fe^ 
lony;  and  that,  therefore,  the  question  for  them  to  conside^ 
was,  whether,  at  the  time  of  the  pretended  sale  by  W.G-r 
Hornby  did  or  did  not  know  that  he  W.  G.  was  exceeding 
his  authority,  and  defrauding  his  employers.  Had  th^ 
transaction  been  accompanied  with  an  invoice,  as  it  was  oiB- 
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the  fonner  occasion^  it  would  have  been  much  less  suspi- 
dous ;  because  the  fact  of  an  invoice  being  given  might 
etnly  have  misled  the  prisoner^  supposing  him  to  have 
l>een  ignorant  of  W.  G.'s  real  authority.     But  the  absence 
of  an  invoice  alters  the  case  materially.     It  is  a  suspicious 
drcumstance  for  any  one  to  buy  goods  to  a  considerable 
amount  from  the  servant  of  a  tradesman^  without  having  an 
invoice  in  the  regular  way;  and  when  we  find^  as  in  this 
ease,  that  the  transaction  is  afterwards  denied^  this  suspi- 
cion is  increased. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  Guilty 
against  both  prisoners. 

Ingham  and  Granger,  for  the  prosecution. 
foot  and  Selby,  for  the  prisoners. 


1844. 
Reqina 

V. 

Hornby. 


(CivU  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    BARON    ROLFE. 


Geeckie  V,  Monk. 
Doe  d»  Monk  v.  Geeckie. 

iHE  former  of  these  cases  was  an  action  of  replevin. 
^^  plaintiff  had  become  tenant  from  year  to  year  to  the 
^fendant,  under  an  agreement  in  writing,  whereby  a  rent 
tf  £240  per  annum  was  reserved,  payable  at  May-day  and 
Martinmas  in  each  and  every  year  of  the  said  tenancy.  One 
k«lf-year^8  rent  became  due  at  May-day,  (12th  May),  1843, 

*^dfor  that  rent  the  distress  was  made  which  was  the  sub- 

• 

1^  of  this  action.  It  appeared,  however,  that,  in  the  course 
^  the  previous  year,  an  arrangement  had  been  come  to 

X  2 


March  Itt. 


If,  whilst  a  te- 
nant from  year 
to  year  is  in 
possession  of 
lands  under  an 
agreement  re- 
serving a  cer- 
tain rent,  he 
agrees  with  his 
landlord  to  pay 
an  increased 
rent,  this  will 
not  have  the  ef- 
fect of  creating 
a  new  tenancy. 
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between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  to  the  effect^  that 
the  former  should  pay  to  the  latter,  during  the  continuance 
of  his  tenancy,  an  additional  rent  of  £2  per  annum.  Such 
being  the  case, 

Dundas,  for  the  plaintiff,  argued  that  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  in  the  present  action.  He  contended,  that  the 
fact  of  there  having  been  an  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties for  an  increased  rent  constituted  an  entirely  new 
tenancy ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  defendant  was  not  enti- 
tled to  retain  the  distress  which  he  had  levied  under  the 
terms  of  the  original  agreement. 


BoLFE,  B.,  overruled  the  objection. 


The  next  case  was  an  action  of  ejectment  between  the 
same  parties,  and  having  reference  to  the  sanle  premises. 
Notice  to  quit  had  been  duly  served  on  the  defendant,  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  original  agreement,  and  on  the 
expiration  of  that  notice  this  ejectment  was  brought.  In 
this  case,  likewise, 

Dundas  argued,  that  the  agreement  for  an  increase  of 
rent  had  created  a  new  tenancy  between  the  parties,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  tenancy  could  not  be  determined  by  a 
notice  to  quit  given  under  the  original  agreement. 


BoLFE,  B.,  however,  in  this,  as  in  the  previous  case,  over- 
ruled the  objection  (a). 

[Attornies —  Welfordf  and  Meggison  ^  Co.] 

(a)  See,  also,  Doe  d.  Bedford  v.  Kendrick,  reported,  Adams  on  Eject- 
ment, 129. 
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Metcalfe  v.  Lumsden.  March  1st. 

1  ROVER  for  thirteen  heifers. — Pleas : — 1st,  not  guilty;  Where  A.  re- 
Snd,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed ;  and,  3rd,  leave  certain*chauc"u 
and  hcense.  ^J'f"  f *"^^"^- 

ed  by  the 

The  evidence  was  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  had  pur-  owner,  on  the 

ground  that  he 

duised  thirteen  heifers,  and,  on  the  6th  of  September,  1843,  had  purchased 
lie  had  taken  them  to  Morpeth-market  for  sale.  The  who"wa«The  ' 
heifers  were  not  sold,  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly  in-  y^^^f**l\ 

tnuted  them  to  one  R.,  who  was  a  common  drover,  with  appeared  that 

•  -1     ..  11        .  1111-  ^iR*  ***^  "o  *"- 

uutractions  to  take  them  to  some  land  belonging  to  the  thority  to  sell : 

defendant,  in  order  that  they  might  graze  there  until  the  J^fJ^'^'  ^5" 
next  market-day.     This  was  proved  to  be  a  customary  denccofacon- 

2  version  by  A., 

mode  of  proceeding  on  the  part  of  farmers  and  cattle-  although  he 

jobbers  frequenting  Morpeth-market.    R.  accordingly  took  purchase  bond 

the  cattle  to  the  land  in  question;  and  it  appeared,  that,  on  "b^^'r^^j^^V*^* 

the  7th  of  September,  he  offered  to  sell  them  to  the  de-  had  such  au- 
fendant.    'the  defendant,  at  first,  refused  to  purchase  them      An  authority 

fromR.;  but,  on  the  latter  representing  to.  him  that  he  JeU  in*  market* 

lud  authority  from  the  plaintiff  to  dispose  of  them,  he  did  f^®"^^  »*  "^^^^ 

*f  M-  ■-  .be  construed  as 

purchase  and  pay  for  them  at  what  was  proved  to  be  a  fair  a  continuing 

price.  R.  absconded  with  the  money.   About  a  week  after  to  justify  a^saie 

the  above  transaction,  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  premises  of  J^^^^*"  *^"" 

Ae  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  getting  his  cattle ;  but, 

Q&  their  being  demanded  from  the  latter,  he  refused  to 

Sive  them  up,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  bought  them 

from  R,     At  the  time  the  demand  was  made,  the  plaintiff 

tendered  to  the  defendant  the  sum  due  to  him  for  agist- 

'ncnt.    R.  had,  in  fact,  no  direct  authority  to  sell  the 

*ttle  in  question ;  but  the  following  evidence  was  given 

^n  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 

^t  he  had  an  implied  authority  to  that  effect.     It  was 

pw^ed  that  R.  had,  on  former  occasions,  sold  cattle  for  the 

plaintiff  in  Morpeth-market,  and  that  he  had  also  stood  in 

the  market  with  the  cattle  in  question.     It  was  further 

P'o^ed  to  be  customary  for  drovers  to  sell  cattle  in  the 
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1844.        market  for  the  farmers  and  jobbers  by  whom  they  wer© 

Mbtcalfb      employed;  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  R.  had  ever 

V-  sold  cattle  for  the  plaintiff^  except  in  the  market ;  nor  was 

there  any  evidence  that  drovers  had,  by  custom,  an  un* 

plied  authority  to  sell  cattle  on  the  road.    Under  these 

circumstances, 

Knowles,  for  the  defendant,  contended,  Ist,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  a  conversion  by  the  defendant;  and, 
2ndly,  that  B.  had  clearly  an  authority  to  sell  the  catde 
in  question.  On  the  former  of  these  points  he  submitted, 
that,  in  order  to  make  a  demand  and  refusal  amount  to 
evidence  of  a  conversion  by  the  defendant,  it  was  necessary 
to  take  into  consideration  all  that  was  said  by  him  at  the 
time  such  demand  and  refusal  were  made ;  and  that  as,  in 
the  present  case,  the  ground  alleged  for  the  refusal  was  a 
bond  fide  purchase  by  the  defendant  of  the  cattle  de- 
manded, this  circumstance  rendered  the  refusal  a  qualified 
and  justifiable  refusal  on  his  part.  And  on  the  second 
point  he  argued^  that,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  B.  must  be  taken  to  have  had  an  authority  to  sell. 
It  was  clear  that  he  had  had  an  authority  to  sell  in  thfr 
market  on  the  6th  of  September,  and  he  submitted  tha^ 
this  authority  must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  continuin 
authority ;  so  that,  unless  the  plaintiff  could  shew  that  tb 
defendant,  on  the  7th  of  September,  knew  that  it  had 
determined,  the  property  in  the  cattle  must  vest  in  him  b; 
virtue  of  the  sale  by  R. 

RoLFE,  B.,  (to  the  jury). — In  this  case  there  are  tw 
questions.  Ist,  was  there  a  conversion  by  the  defendant 
The  answer  to  that  is,  that,  if  the  defendant  refused 
give  up  the  cattle  because  he  had  bought  them,  at  th 
same  time  that  the  person  from  whom  he  bought  them  h 
no  authority  to  sell,  such  refusal  amounted  to  a  conversio 
by  him.  Then,  2ndly,  had  the  drover  authority  to  sell 
An  authority  to  sell  may  be  either  express,  as  when 
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actual  order  to  sell  is  given;  or  it  may  arise  from  ordinary         1844. 

Tuage^  as  in  the  ease  of  a  servant  in  a  shop^  or  market^  or      ^"""^ 

Yheie  the  master  has  been  in  the  habit  of  sending  his  v. 

lervant  to  sell  at  a  particular  place.  Had  the  defendant^ 
therefore^  purchased  the  cattle  on  the  6th  of  September  in 
the  market,  he  might  have  been  protected;  but,  with  regard 
to  the  authority  which  R.  had  on  the  7th  of  September,  the 
only  evidence  is,  that  he  was  authorised  to  take  the  cattle 
to  depasture;  and  this,  indeed,  appears  to  have  been,  at  first, 
ike  defendant's  own  opinion.  Afterwards,  however,  on  the 
drover  representing  to  the  defendant  that  he  had  authority 
from  the  plaintiff  to  sell,  the  defendant  buys  the  cattle 
from  him ;  and  who  then  is  to  suffer  by  the  drover's  dis- 
konesty  ?  Clearly,  the  party  who  was  guilty  of  incaution? 
The  defendant  might  have  ascertained  whether  R.  had,  in 
fret,  authority  to  sell  or  not ;  but  not  having  done  so,  and 
hmg  afterwards  refused  to  give  up  the  cattle  to  the  real 
owner,  on  the  ground  of  a  purchase  from  a  party  who,  it 
torn  out,  had  no  authority  to  sell,  he  has  been  guilty  of  a 
wnYerrion  (a). 

W,  H.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Knowles,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Charltuity  and  Woodman.'] 

(fl)  And  see  per  Lord  Ellenboroughy  M^Combie  v.  Davies^  6  £a8t, 
538,540. 
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BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE   COLTXAK. 


March  2nd, 


In  case  for  run- 
ning down  the 
plaintifTs  ship, 
a  nautical  wit- 
ness  may  be 
asked,  whether, 
having  heard 
the  evidence, 
and  admitting 
the  facts  proved 
by  the  plaintiff 
to  be  true,  he  is 
of  opinion  that 
the  collision 
could  have  been 
avoided  by  pro- 
per care  on  the 
part  of  the  de- 
fendant's ser- 
vants. 


Fenwick  v.  Bell. 

i^ ASE  for  running  foul  of  plaintiflPs  ship,  whereby  A^ 
was  damaged,  and  thereby  prevented  from  completing  he^ 
cargo. — Plea,  not  guilty. 

The  plaintiff's  witnesses  proved  that  the  ships  of  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  respectively  tacking  up  the 
river  Thames  on  a  particular  day ;  and  that,  at  the  time 
they  got  into  Gravesend-reach,  the  plaintiff's  ship  was  on. 
the  larboard  tack,  and  that  the  ship  of  the  defendant  was 
on  the  same  tack,  following  in  her  wake.  It  appeared 
further,  that,  just  as  the  plaintiff's  ship  had  completed  he^ 
tack  and  was  putting  about,  and  whilst  she  was  in  thsi:!^ 
position  which  is  technically  called  *'in  irons," — ^thatis, 
having  no  steerage-way  upon  her, — she  was  run  into  l>y 
the  defendant's  ship.  The  master  and  crew  of  the  plaintiflF*« 
ship  stated  in  evidence,  that  they  had  done  every  thing  ifl 
their  power  to  prevent  the  collision ;  and  they  stated  fa*-_^ 
ther,  that,  had  the  defendant's  ship  been  put  about  sooneii 
as  she  ought  to  have  been,  the  collision  would  not  have 
taken  place. 

The  master  of  the  Trinity-house  of  Newcastle  was  the* 
called,  and  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  proposed  ^ 
ask  him,  whether,  according  to  the  best  of  his  judgment,-^ 
having  heard  the  evidence,  and  admitting  the  facts  as  prov^ 
by  the  plaintiff  to  be  true, — he  was  of  opinion  that  a  col- 
lision between  the  two  ships  could  have  been  avoided  1^5 
proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  servants. 

DundaSy  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  this  questi^^^ 
could  not  be  put,  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  very  questi^^^ 
which  the  jury  were  to  try. 
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CoLTMAN^  J.,  however,  overruled  the  objection,  and  al- 
lowed the  question  to  be  put,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
a  question  having  reference   to  a  matter  of  science  and 

opinion  (a). 

Wortley  and  W.  H.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Dmdas  and  Knowles,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Dale,  and  Bell.'] 


1844. 


(a)  But  see  the  recent  case  of 
SUt  ?.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601. 
That  case,  like  the  one  in  the  text, 
vai  an  action  for  running  down 
tke  plaintiff's  vessel ;   and,  in  the 
6oane  of  the  cause,  a  witness  was 
Mked,  whether,  having  heard  the 
cridcDce,  he  thought  the  conduct 
of  the  captain  of  the  defendant's 
veneltrax  right  or  not.     To  this 
^estioQ  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiif  objected,  on  the  ground  that  it 
Vit putting  the  witness  in  the  place 
rf  the  jury.     On  the  other  side,  it 
VIS  contended,  that  it  was  a  mat- 
ter of  skill;  that  the  parties  could 
iotget  a  nautical  jury;  and  that  the 
cue  then  under  consideration  was 
nnilar  to  those  in  which  a  medi- 
ctl  question  arises,  and  witnesses 
•re  asked,  whether,  in  their  opin- 
ion, the  treatment  was  correct  or 
W>L    Coleridge,  J.,  however,  who 
tried  the  cause,  would  not  allow 
^  question  to  be  put,  stating,  that 
^did  not  think  that  the  witness 
coold  be  asked  to  draw  a  conclu- 
sion of  fact,  and  then  to  give  his 
opinion  upon  it.     It  is  submitted, 
^ever,  that  the  correct  doctrine 
tt  that  laid  down  in  the  case  re- 
ported in  the  text;    and  that,  in 
'^numing-down  causes,"    as   well 
**  in  all  others,   Lord  Ellenbo- 
^k'i  opinion  holds  good,  name- 


ly, that,  when  there  is  a  matter  of 
skill  or  science  to  be  decided,  the 
jury  may  be  assisted  by  the  opin- 
ion of  those  peculiarly  acquainted 
with  it,  from   their  professions  or 
pursuits.  {Beckwith  v,  Sydehothanij 
1  Camp.  116, 11 7).    It  seems  to  be 
a  mistake  to  say,  that,  in  putting 
such  a  question  to  a  witness  as  was 
put  in  the  above  case  of  Fenwich  v. 
Belly  you  submit  to  his  decision  a 
point  which  the  jury  alone  can  try. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  submitted, 
that  the  object  of  putting  the  ques- 
tion is  not  at  all  to  decide  upon  the 
fact  itself,  but  to  prove  an  entirely 
new  fact,  namely,  the  opinion  of  a 
person  of  competent  skill,  as   to 
what   might  or   might   not    have 
been  done  by  the  parties  under  a 
given  state  of  circumstances.    The 
jury  are,  of  course,  to  decide  upon 
the  value  of  this  opinion,  as  well 
as  upon  the  value  of  the  evidence 
on  which  it  is  founded;  and  thus, 
it  is  plain,  that,  in  the  end,  the 
whole  matter  is  submitted  to  their 
consideration ;   and  that  the  only 
effect  of  the  evidence  of  opinion 
will  be,  to  assist  them  in  judging 
of  a  question  of  which  the  witness 
may  reasonably  be   supposed,  on 
account  of  his  professional  know- 
ledge, to  have  been  more  compe- 
tent to  judge  than  they  themselves. 
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DURHAM  ASSIZES. 

{Civil  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.    BARON    ROLFE. 


March  ^th.  Dale  v.  IIeald. 

A  defendant        J^  jjjg  ^^^8  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance^  in  which 

cannot  be  pre-  ,  x%      i  o      • 

sumed  to  know  noticc  of  trial  had  been  given  for  the  Durham  Spring  As- 
wiUbeVequh^d  sizcs,  1844.  At  thc  sitting  of  the  court  on  the  first  mom- 
untii  after  issue  ing  of  the  assizes, 

joined;  and,  o  f 

therefore,wherc 

it  anneared 

that,  between  Knowlcs,  for  tho  defendant^  applied  to  put  off  the  trial 

thrfim^day  of  ^^^^^  *^®  ^^^^  assizes,  on  an  affida\it,  which  stated,  that 
the  assizes,  due  issue  in  the  cause  had  been  joined  on  the  23rd  of  February, 

diligence  had  •*  .  /' 

been  used  to  1844 ;  (whicli  was  just  in  time  to  allow  of  notice  of  trial 
tendance  of  a'  being  givcn  for  the  assizes);  that  the  action  involved  a 
"*^"  ar  *w1t-    q^^stion  of  Frcuch  law;  and  that,  after  issue  joined,  a  mes- 

ness,  but  with-  scnger  had  been  sent  to  France  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
out  effect,  the  °  .  ,        i  . 

judge  ordered     curing  the  attendance  of  a  material  and  necessary  witness, 

the  trial  to  be  I'l  T_ji.i.x  i 

put  off,  on  the    which  messenger  had  not  yet  returned. 

defendant 
bringing  thc 

money  into  Temple,  for  the  plaintiff,  opposed  the  application,  on  the 

i^ng  costs.  ground  that  the  attendance  of  the  witness  might  have  been 

procured  at  an  earlier  period. 

BoLFE,  B.,  however,  was  of  opinion,  that  a  party  could 
not  be  presumed  to  know  what  evidence  he  would  require 
until  after  issue  joined,  which  in  this  case  had  been  done 
just  in  time  to  admit  of  notice  of  trial  being  given  for  the 
assizes ;  and  as  tliere  appeared  to  have  been  no  delay  on 
the  part  of  thc  defendant  in  procuring  the  attendance  of 
the  witness  in  question,  he  accordingly  allowed  the  appli- 
cation, on  condition  of  the  defendant  bringing  the  money 
into  court,  and  paying  costs. 
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Tempky  for  the  plaintiff. 
^nmle»f  for  the  defendant. 


[Attornies — Tyzack,  and  Skilbeck,'} 


1844. 


Dale 

V. 

Heald. 


Allen  v.  Yoxall. 

Assumpsit  for  work   and    labour.— The   defendant 
pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and  several  other  pleas,  on  which 
■  no  question  arose.    There  was  also  a  plea  of  payment  of 
money  into  court. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  a  railway  contractor, 
«nd  that  he  had  employed  the  plaintiff  to  do  certain  work 
on  the  Great  North-of-England  Railway.  It  appeared  fur- 
ther, that  the  plaintiff  had  performed  the  work  in  question, 
but  that,  after  he  had  so  performed  it,  a  dispute  arose  as 
to  the  rate  of  payment. 

In  order  to  prove  the  contract  under  which  the  work 
^as  done,  a  witness  was  called  whose  evidence  was  as  fol- 
io^:— He  stated  that  he  was  present  together  with  the 
PUuntiff,  the  defendant,  and  some  others,  when  some  talk 
^Ook  place,  and  a  specification  was  read  with  reference  to 
Rework  in  question;  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  and  the 
^hers  handed  in  tenders  for  the  said  work  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  plaintiff's  tender  was  then  opened  and 
'^ad.     On  the  specification  being  produced,  the  witness 
^entified  it  as  being  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant, 
^tit  it  was  not  signed  by  him.    The  tender  was  then  shewn 
"te  the  witness,  and  identified  by  him;  it  was  addressed  to 
fte  defendant,  but,  although  it  was  signed  with  the  plain- 
tiffs name,  the  witness  could  not  say  whether  the  signature 
^^  actually  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiff  or  not. 
Be  had  no  doubt,  however,  but  that  the  tender  then  pro- 
duced was  the  tender  which,  on  the  occasion  in  question, 
^^  plamtiff  had  handed  to  the  defendant. 
On  this  evidence  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  de- 


March  5th. 

A.,  a  railway 
contractor,  met 
B.y  and  several 
others,  in  order 
to  receive  ten- 
ders with  refer- 
ence to  certain 
work.     A.  then 
read  a  speci- 
fication with 
reference  to  the 
work  in  ques- 
tion; after 
which  B.  and 
the  others 
handed  in  their 
tenders.     B.'s 
tender  was 
signed  with  his 
name,  but  there 
was  no  evidence 
that  it  was  in 
his  handwrit- 
ing : — Held, 
notwithstand- 
ing, that  such 
tender,  taken 
with  the  speci- 
fication, suffi- 
ciently proved 
the  contract. 
A  witness 
who  is  sub- 
poenaed by  both 
parties  in  a 
cause,  is  en- 
titled to  have 
all  his  expenses 
paid  by  the 
party  who  calls 
him  at  the  trial, 
although  the 
other  party  may 
have  been  the 
first  who  sub- 
poenaed him. 


316  CASES  ON  THE 

1844.  fendant,  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  contract  between 
the  parties^  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  tender 
now  produced  was  in  fact  the  tender  of  the  plaintiff. 

IloLFE,  B.,  however,  overruled  the  objection,  on  the 
ground,  that  if,  after  the  specification  had  been  read  in  the 
hearing  of  the  plaintiff, — as  the  witness  had  stated, — the 
former  had  assented  to  it  verbally,  that  would  have  been 
sufficient  to  shew  a  contract  on  his  part ;  and  the  learned 
Baron  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  similar  case.  He  was 
likewise  of  opinion,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  defendant's  having  accepted  the  plaintiff's  tender  on 
the  terms  of  the  specification,  and  that,  therefore,  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  was  fully  proved. 


In  the  course  of  the  cause  a  witness  was  called  who  ob- 
jected to  give  evidence  unless  his  expenses  were  paid.  It 
appeared  that  the  witness  had  been  subpoenaed  by  both 
parties, — by  the  defendant  on  the  day  of  the  trial,  and  by 
the  plaintiff  on  the  day  before.  He  was  called  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

Granger  accordingly  submitted,  that  the  witness  had  no 
claim  against  his  client,  except  for  the  expenses  incurred 
since  the  service  of  his  subpoena,  and  that  for  his  expenses 
prior  to  that  time  the  plaintiff  only  was  liable. 

RoLFE,  B.,  however,  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that,  al- 
though a  witness  were  subpoenaed  by  both  parties  in  a 
cause,  he  was  still  entitled,  before  giving  evidence,  to  be 
paid  all  his  expenses  by  the  party  who  called  him  at  the 
trial;  and  he  ordered  payment  of  the  witness's  expenses 
accordingly. 

Dundas,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Granger y  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Smithy  and  Brignai,'] 


NORTHERN  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT.  817 

1844. 
Fairbridge  v.  Pace.  March  6th. 

IHIS  was  an  action  to  recover  the  penalty  on  a  charter-  where,  by  the 
party.— It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  lel^arty^a'sWp 
brig  called  The  Mary ;  and  that  the  defendant,  who  was  a  "  ^*>  proceed  to 

a  certain  port, 

ship-broker,  had^  on  the  Slst  of  August^  1B40,  chartered  and  there  to 
tbt  vessel  on  a  voyage  to  Stettin  and  back.     By  the  terms  f^thc  agenu^ 
rfthe  charterparty,  The  Mary  was  to  load  at  Stettin  a  full  buuhcfiSr  liter 
cargo  of  com  for  the  agents  of  the  freighter,  and,  being  so  has  no  interest 

,,,  .  ,  1^"  the  outward 

ioaded,  she  was  to  proceed  to  certain  ports  therein  named,  cargo,  his 

Twenty-five  running  days  were  to  be  allowed  for  discharg-  tuied'to*notice 

ing  and  loading  the  vessel  at  Stettin ;  and  for  every  day  ^'?"*  'h«  ^'"p- 

die  was  detained  beyond  that  time,  demurrage  was  to  be  vessel  is  ready 

charged  at  the  rate  of  £3  per  day.     The  ship  was  to  be  homeward 

addressed  to  the  merchants'  ship-broker  at  Stettin.     It  ap-  ^efnoikVbr 

peared  further,  that,  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  charter-  g»^en,  the 

freighter  is  not 

ptrty.  The  Mary  set  sail  for  Stettin  with  a  cargo,  (in  which  Uabie  for  not 
cargo,  however,  the  defendant  Pace  had  no  interest);  that,  cargo/"^*"*^ 
on  her  arrival  at  Stettin,  she  was  duly  reported  at  the  cus- 
tom-house; that  the  outward  cargo  was  thereupon  dis- 
charged, but  that  no  return  cargo  was  provided  by  the 
•gent  of  the  freighter,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
pirty;  and  that  the  captain,  after  having  incurred  sixteen 
^ys*  demurrage,  had  at  length  re-chartered  his  ship  with 
•  cargo  of  com  for  Leith.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
owner  brought  his  action  on  the  charterparty. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  a  good  deal  of  discussion  took 

place,  and  conflicting  evidence  was  given  on  two  points : 

1st,  as  to  the  kind  of  notice  of  the  ship^s  arrival  to  which 

^e  agents  of  the  freighter  were  entitled ;  and,  2ndly,  as  to 

whether  the  captain  had,  in  fact,  used  due  diligence  to 

discover  those  agents,  and  to  give  them  such  notice ;  and 

^W(M,  for  the  plaintiff,  referred  to  the  cases  of  Harman 
^'  Clarke  (a)  and  Harman  v.  Mant  {b),  in  order  to  shew 

(«)  4  Camp.  159.  (6)  Id.  161. 


Fairbridge 

V. 

Pace. 


818  CASES  ON  THE 

1844.  *^*^  ^^  ^^  ^^  P^^^  ^^  *^®  captain's  duty  to  give  to  the 
freighter's  agents  any  notice  of  the  ship's  arrival,  but  that, 
on  the  contrary,  they  were  bound  to  take  notice  of  that 
event.  He  admitted,  that,  in  the  cases  cited,  the  question 
had  been  between  the  master  of  the  ship  and  the  consignor 
of  the  goods ;  but  still  he  contended  that  the  principles 
therein  laid  down  were  equally  applicable  to  the  present 
case,  and  that,  therefore,  as  the  agents  of  the  freighter 
had  not  furnished  a  cargo  in  terms  of  the  charterparty,  the 
defendant  was  liable  in  this  action. 

Knowles,  contra,  submitted,  that  that  was  not  the  ques- 
tion. The  defendant,  it  was  said,  had  engaged  to  find  a 
cargo  at  Stettin  \  but  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  to 
load  such  cargo  did  not  arise  until  the  ship  was  ready  to 
receive  it ;  and,  as  the  defendant's  agents  had  nothing  to 
do  with  getting  the  ship  ready,  he  submitted,  that,  what- 
ever might  be  the  duty  of  the  captain  as  to  giving  notice 
of  the  ship's  arrival,  it  was  clearly  his  duty  to  have  given 
notice  to  the  defendant's  agents  that  the  ship  was  ready  to 
receive  her  cargo. 

RoLFE,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — The  question  is,  did  the 
captain,  or  did  he  not,  fail  to  get  a  cargo  by  reason  of  the 
default  of  the  defendant?  The  cases  cited  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  do  not  apply.  Pace  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  outward  cargo.  Of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  the 
agents  of  the  defendant  may  have  been  bound  to  take 
notice ;  but  of  the  time  at  which  the  cargo  was  discharged 
they  could  know  nothing,  and  they  were,  therefore,  enti- 
tled to  notice  of  that  fact  from  the  captain. 

Dundas,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Knowles,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Drignaly  and  PringleJ] 
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Assumpsit 


KiRTLEY  V.  COPELAND.  ^^^^^  q^^^ 


on  an  agreement,  whereby  the  defendant  Where  issue  is 
agreed  to  purchase  from  the  plaintiff  a  house  and  the  averment  in  a 
goodwill  of  a  business.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  fhalYhe  p?in- 
iBcged,  that,  from  and  after  the  making  of  the  said  agree-  tiff  was  **  ready 

and  willing  and 

mcnt,  the  plaintiff  "  was  ready  and  willing  and  able  "  to  able"  to  do  a 
execute  the  necessary  assignment  to  the  defendant ;  and  defendam  may 
tlie  breach  was,  that  the  defendant  would  not  accept  the  »*>ewr  *l»ere- 

'  *^  under  any  cir- 

Saine.  cumstance — 

To  this  the  defendant  pleaded,  inter  alia,  that  the  plaintiff  sanity  of  the  " 
was  not  "  ready,  nor  willing,  nor  able  "  to  execute  the  said  which  diTqua- 
assignment  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  al-  ^\^?^  ^*™  ^'^°™ 

.  doing  the  act  in 

l^ed.  question. 

The  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  quite 
conclusive  as  to  the  fact  of  the  agreement  having  been  en- 
tered into,  and  also  as  to  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to 
accept  the  assignment.  In  opening  his  case  to  the  jury, 
IwweTer, 

(hanger,  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  he  would  prove, 
fl^  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff 
^as  labouring  under  a  degree  of  mental  derangement, 
^hich  was  sufficient  to  incapacitate  him  from  executing  any 
•«8ignment  which  would  be  valid  in  law. 

Knowles,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  these  facts  being 
opened  to  the  jury;  and  he  also  contended,  that  the  evi- 
^^ce  proposed  to  be  given  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  was 
Omissible. 

Granger,  contra,  submitted,  that,  according  to  the  form 
^  the  issue  which  was  raised  on  the  first  count  of  the  de- 
claration, he  was  clearly  entitled  to  give  the  evidence  in 
l^estion.  He  contended,  that,  even  if  the  averment  in  the 
^laration  had  been  merely  that  the  plaintiff  was  "  ready 
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KiRTLET 

V, 

COPELAND. 


and  willing'^  to  execute  the  assignment^  he  wonld  still 
have  been  entitled^  under  a  plea  which  traversed  that  aver- 
ment^ to  have  given  evidence  of  the  defendant's  mental  in- 
capacity; and  that^  h  fortiori,  he  was  entitled  to  give  sndi 
evidence  in  this  case^  inasmuch  as  here  the  declaration  al- 
leged^ not  only  that  the  defendant  was  "  ready  and  willing" 
to  execute  such  assignment^  but  also^  that  he  was  ''able" 
so  to  do. 


BoLFE^  B. — Of  course,  if  you  can  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
was  unable,  from  any  cause,  to  execute  the  assignment,  yon 
are  entitled  to  do  so  under  this  issue  (a). 


Knowles,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Granger,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attornies — Richardson,  and  Jiepworth,^ 


(a)  See  also  the  case  of  De 
Medina  v.  Norman,  9  M.  &  W. 
820,  in  which  it  was  held,  on  gene- 
ral demurrer,  that  the  averment  of 
the  plaintiflTs  readiness  and  willing- 
ness to  grant  a  lease,  was  equiva- 


lent to  an  averment  of  hu  hinn^ 
title  to  grant  it,— on  the  grorad 
that  the  words  "  ready  and  will- 
ing*' implied  not  only  the  dispoo" 
tion,  hut  the  capacity  to  do  the  act 
in  question. 


March  Sth. 


ToPHAM  and  Wife  v,  McGregor  and  Wife. 


A  witness,  who    1  HIS  was  an  issue  out  of  Chancery,  to  try  the  validity  o» 

states  that  he         ,      _  ^^^         t  /»  -r*  ■   i        i   ,,,    . 

had  at  one  time  the  last  Will  and  testament  of  one  Bichard  Wnghtson. 
"umbef  o*  let-        The  testator  had,  by  his  will,  made  in  the  year  1829,  ief^ 

ters  from  one  ^ 

of  the  parties  in  a  cause,  containing  statements  with  reference  to  a  particular  fact, — but  whitf^^ 
letters  he  had  since  destroyed — cannot  be  examined  as  to  the  general  contents  of  such  letter -^^ 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  impression  thereby  produced  in  his  mind  with  reference 
the  fact  in  question. 

The  editor  of  a  newspaper  swore  that  A.  was  the  writer  of  a  certain  article  which  hadapi 
in  that  paper  many  years  before,  and  that  the  MS.  had  been  lost.     A.  stated  that  he  had 
in  the  habit  of  writing  such  articles  for  the  newspaper  in  question,  but  that  he  had  no  recolle^^^ 
tion  of  having  sent  the  particular  article  now  referred  to.     He  swore,  however,  that  all  tl^^ 
statements  made  in  the  articles  he  did  send  were  true : — Held,  that  the  newspaper  might  W 
put  into  A.'s  hand,  in  order  to  refresh  his  memory;  and  that  he  might  be  aiked,  whether, lodlt^  '^ 
ing  at  the  article,  he  had  any  doubt  that  the  fact  was  as  therein  stated. 


NORTHERN  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT.  821 

tiled  all  his  property^  real  and  personal,  to  his  then  wife,         1844. 
who,  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  had  intermarried  with       topham 
the  plaintiff  Topham.    The  wife  of  the  defendant  M'Gre-  «• 

.  .  M'Geboob. 

gor  was  the  sister  and  heir-at-law  of  the  testator;  and,  in 
tiie  year  1842^  she  and  her  husband  filed  a  bill  in  Chan- 
coy  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  said  will,  on  the 
pound  that,  at  the  time  the  will  was  made,  the  testator 
bd  not  a  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  memory.  It  was 
to  decide  this  question  that  the  present  issue  was  directed 
to  lie  tried. 

In  the  course  of  the  cause,  it  became  material  for  the 
fUntiffi!  to  shew  the  terms  on  which  the  testator  and  his 
later  (Mrs.  McGregor)  had  lived  together;  and,  in  order 
to  proTC  this,  a  witness  was  called,  who  stated  that  the  de- 
faidant  Mrs.  McGregor  had  corresponded  with  liim  for  a 
wniiderable  time  prior  to  the  death  of  her  brother  the  tes- 
titor.  These  letters,  however,  he  further  stated,  had  been 
kog  since  destroyed.  He  was  then  asked  by  the  plaintiffs' 
Mksel  as  to  what  were  the  general  contents  of  those  let- 
ten^  and  as  to  the  impression  thereby  produced  on  his 
*iBd,with  reference  to  the  degree  of  friendship  which  sub- 
^  between  the  testator  and  his  sister. 


My,  for  the  defendants,  objected  to  this  question ;  and 
ic  contended,  that,  although  the  witness  might  be  ex- 
•8rined  as  to  the  contents  of  any  particular  letter,  yet  that 
'o  conld  not  be  examined  as  to  the  general  contents 
ofalL 

BoLFE,  B.,  allowed  the  objection,  and  the  question  was 
Accordingly  withdrawn  (a). 


(»)  It  would  appear,  however,  and  Spencer  v.  Billing^  3  Camp, 

^•tiniome  cases  a  witness  may  310.     But  between  the  cases  re- 

« examined  as  to  the  general  re-  ferred  to  and  that  reported  in  the 

**  ^jf  a  series  of  documents  not  text  there  seems  to  be  this  distinc- 

^'^^^tti  in  evidence.     See  Ro-  tion;  namely,  that  in  the  former 

*«^T.DitOfi,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  84,  the  witness  had  only  to  speak  to 
^01. 1,                                       y  N.  P. 
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TOPHAM 
9, 

M'GuBOom. 


In  the  course  of  the  trials  one  of  the  witnesses  stated  that 
she  knew  that  a  certain  circumstance^  with  reference  to 
which  she  had  been  examined^  occurred  at  the  time  men* 
tioned  by  her^  (namely^  in  the  month  of  March,  1830), 
because  she  remembered,  that,  some  time  daring  that 
month,  the  weather  was  for  several  days  extremely  warm 
for  the  season  of  the  year;  and  because  she  knew  that  it 
was  whilst  the  weather  was  in  this  state  that  the  occur* 
rence  of  which  she  was  called  upon  to  speak 'took  placa 
In  order  to  corroborate  her  testimony  as  to  the  peculiar 
state  of  the  weather  at  the  period  mentioned,  it  was  pro- 
posed to  read  an  article  firom  a  newspaper,  which  had  been 
published  at  the  time^  and  which  contained  a  statement 
confirmatory  of  the  witnesses  evidence.  This  having  been 
objected  to,  the  gentleman  who  had  edited  and  published 
the  newspaper  was  called,  and  he  stated  that  the  artide 
referred  to  had  been  furnished  by  a  gentleman  who  had, 
in  the  year  1830  and  for  some  time  previous,  been  in  the 
habit  of  writing  such  articles  for  the  newspaper  in  question; 
he  likewise  stated  that  the  manuscript  of  the  said  article 
had  been  diligently  seached  for,  but  that  it  could  not  be 
found.  The  writer  of  the  article  was  then  called,  and  he 
stated  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  having  communicated 
the  particular  article  referred  to ;  he  stated^  however,  that, 
at  the  time  mentioned  by  the  editor,  he  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  furnishing  him  with  articles  with  reference  to  ph^ 
nomena  connected  with  the  weather,  and  he  swore  that  the 
statements  contained  in  those  articles  were  invariably  troa 


Kelly  then  submitted  that  the  article  should  be  read* 


one  particular  fact,  which  was  ap- 
parent on  the  face  of  the  docu- 
ments themselves;  whereas,  in  the 
latter,  had  the  question  put  heen 
allowed,  he  would  necessarily  have 
given  in  evidence  his  own  infer- 
ence, drawn  from  the  statement  of 


a  number  of  facts  contained  in  die 
letters  in  question;  or,  in  o&ff 
words,  he  would  have  given  in  evi- 
dence his  construction  of  those  le^ 
ters,  and  would  thus  have  besB 
put  in  the  place  of  the  juiy  wlio 
were  trying  the  cause. 
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Knowki  objected  that  the  article  could  not  be  read^  be-         1844. 
it  amounted  to  mere  evidence  of  a  declaration  by      tothIm 


flie  witness^  which  could  not  be  evidence  in  the  cause.  «• 

M'Gesgob. 

BoLn^  B.,  however,  thought  that  the  article  might  be 
mai  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  the  witness's  memory; 
mi  thst  he  might  be  asked,  whether,  looking  at  the  arti- 
4b  IB  question,  he  had  any  doubt  that  the  fact  really  was 
Si  tiwrein  stated. 

Euwles,  Wortley,  and  Additon,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
[        Edhf,  Martin,  and  Crompion,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomies — Maynard^  and  Vincent,^ 


BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    COLTMAN. 


K 


Dobbin  v.  Foster  and  Others.  March  9th, 


IHIS  was  an  action  on  an  agreement  by  the  defendants  a.,  b.,  and  c, 
k employ  the  plaintiff  as  their  foreman  for  twelve  years;  partners,  en- 
f  mi  the  breach  alleged  was,  that  the  defendants  had  re-  ^''^^^  ^'\  ^^ 

(  "  '  agreement  m 

■  feed  so  to  employ  the  plaintiff.  writing,  to 

m^  ,,        serve  them  for 

•uie  defendants  pleaded,  1st,  non  asmmpserunt ;  2ndly,  a  certain  period. 
ftat  they  did  not  refuse  to  employ  the  plaintiff;  and,  Srdly,  peri^^had 
fiwit  the  agreement  had  been  rescinded  by  mutual  con-  ^^j^p^^d'  C.  re- 

^  ''  tired  from  the 

\    Hat.  concern,  and 

In  the  month  of  July,  1838,  the  defendants,  namely,  of  that  fact, 
fcikcr,  Stafford,  and  Horner,  were  engaged  as  co-partners  the  se^lce  of 
^the  trade  of  sail-cloth  manufacturers ;  and  by  an  agree-  ^-  *"*}  ^• 

'  -^  ^  A.  and  B.  sub- 

sequently be- 
^J^  binknipt,  whereupon  D.  was  dismissed  from  their  employment : — Held,  that  D.  could 
'*^"K  A.,  B.,  and  C.  on  the  original  agreement. 

y2 
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1844.  ment  in  writings  made  in  the  same  month  of  July,  they 
engaged  to  employ  the  plaintiff^  and  he  engaged  faithfully 
to  serve  them^  as  their  foreman^  for  twelve  years,  at  a 
salary  of  two  guineas  a  week^  with  certain  perquisites.  In 
the  year  1843,  however,  the  firm  got  into  difficulties,  and, 
in  consequence  thereof,  the  concern  was  closed.  A  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  was  afterwards  sued  out  against  the  firm, 
and  notice  was  thereupon  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  as- 
signees, not  to  come  again  upon  the  premises.  It  appeared 
further,  that,  in  the  month  of  November,  1838,  the  part- 
nership of  Foster,  Stafford,  and  Homer  had  been  dis- 
solved, by  the  retirement  of  Horner  from  the  concern,  and 
that  the  business  was  thereafter  carried  on  in  the  names 
of  Foster  and  Stafford  only.  Accordingly  it  was  con- 
tended, by 

Watson  and  Temple,  for  the  defendants,  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  maintain  his  action  on  the  original  agree- 
ment with  Foster,  Stafford,  and  Homer.  They  argued, 
that,  when  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  Foster  and  Staf- 
ford took  to  the  business ;  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff,  with 
knowledge  of  this  fact,  still  continued  to  serve  the  new 
firm,  the  first  agreement  was  put  an  end  to,  and  another 
agreement  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  entered  into 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Foster  and  Stafford  only.  Under 
these  circumstances,  they  argued  that  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  third  plea. 

Granger,  contra,  contended  that  the  third  plea  was  not 
made  out. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — The  only  answer  to  this  action  is,  that 
the  parties  agreed  to  put  an  end  to  the  original  contract 
I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  this  defence  is  not  made 
out.  Horner's  going  out  of  the  concern  did  not,  per  se,  put 
an  end  to  the  agreement ;  and  as,  by  that  agreement,  the 
plaintiff  had  engaged  to  serve  for  a  certain  period^  it  ap- 


' 
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pean  to  me  that  he  was  bound  to  continue  in  the  service         1844. 
rf  Foster  and  Stafford^  and  that,  therefore,  it  cannot  be       ^^^l^i^ 
inqplied  from  this  circumstance  that  the  original  contract       _  ^' 

,  FOSTBR. 

VIS  rescinded. 
Granger y  for  the  plaintiff.   . 
JF.  jff.  Watson  and  Temple^  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Marshallsy  and  MoorJ] 


Whitpield  v.  Collingwood  and  Another.  March  9th, 

IHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  drawer  against  Where,  after  a 
the  acceptors  of  a  bill  of  exchange.     The  only  material  accep*^,^aiui 
pka  was,  that  the  defendants  did  not  accept  the  said  bill,     j^^fore  it  is  de- 

'  *  hvered  to  the 

A  witness  of  the  name  of  Dickinson  was  called,  who  drawer,  an  aU 

j,.  J    ,,     .  «        1  1        ^»-  1       /•▼!       irkjrki  teratiun  is  made 

•ttted,  that,  on  Sunday  the  25th  of  July,  1843,  he  wrote  by  a  third  party 
tie  body  of  the  bill  in  question,  and  affixed    the  date  [hereof,  If ig 
ftereto,  namely,  the  25th  of  July  aforesaid,  and  that,  for  the  jury 

'  "^  ^       ,  .  tosay,— judg- 

iter  he  had  done  so,  the  defendant  Collingwood  signed  the  ing  from  all 

ttas  acceptor.     The  witness  further  stated,  that,  after  suncesofthe 

fcWl  had  been  so  accepted  by  Collingwood,  he  went  with  J^^r~^J^  third 

fc  latter  to  Dichburn,  the  other  defendant,  for  the  pur-  party  made  the 

.        ,  .  1      1  '11  1     1  1        alteration  in 

1*6  of  procuring  his  acceptance  to  the  bill;  and  that  the  question  with 
l»tter  then  accepted  the  said  bill  accordingly.  No  remark  consen^t!^or  m 
ns  made  at  that  time  about  the  date  of  the  instrument :  ^"  f^^^ '  ^^ 

.      ,  ^  ^  m  either  case 

wit  it  appeared  that,  on  the  morning  of  the  following  day,  tiie  acceptor 
tke  witness  Dickinson  called   at  Dichburn's  house,  and 
ftat  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  which   then  took 
place  respecting  the  bill  in  question,  the  latter  said,  that  if 
the  bill  was  dated  on  a  Sunday  it  would  not  be  right,  and 
ftat,  on  that  account,  the  date  had  better  be  altered  from 
fte  25th  to  the  26th  of  July.     The  alteration  was  accord- 
ingly made  in  the  presence  of  the  witness,  and  he  then 
^It  the  bill  to  Whitfield,  who  put  his  name  thereto  as 
'''^wer.     Dickinson  further   stated,  that   he   afterwards 
ii^tioned  the  alteration  to  Collingwood,  and  that  he  did 
i^ot  recollect  that  the  latter  had  made  any  objection  to  it. 
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Warren,  for  the  defendants^  objected^  that  the  evidence 
given  by  the  plaintiff  did  not  sufficiently  account  for  the 
alteration  which  had  been  made  in  the  date  of  the  biQ; 
and  he  contended  that  the  instrument  was  therefore  viti- 
ated^ so  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 


Sedper  Coltman,  J. — It  is  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
they  are  satisfied  that  the  bill  was  altered  with  the  consent 
of  Collingwood  before  it  was  delivered  to  the  drawer,  or 
whether,  throughout  the  transaction,  the  witness  Dickin- 
son  acted  as  ColUngwood^s  agent.  In  either  case  they 
must  find  for  the  phuntiff. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly. 

Aiherton,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Warren,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Brignal,  and  Patrick,'] 


LIVERPOOL  SPRING  ASSIZES,  1844. 


BEFORE    MR.  BARON    ROLFS. 


Bentliff  V.  Garnett, 

JLrESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  defendant,  and  taking  away  his  goods,  &c.— 
Pleas — 1st,  not  guilty;  2ndly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 

on  the  ground  .        •  •  i. 

that  it  was  made  posscsscd,  &c. ;   Srdly,   a   justification  by  the  defendant 

with  the  inten- 
tion of  defraud- 
ing the  creditors  of  the  seller,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  purchaser  was  aware  of  that  Inteotiottf 
mnd  that  he  conspired  with  the  seller  to  carry  it  into  effect. 


March  26th. 

In  order  to  set 
aside  a  sale  of 
goods,  quoad 
the  purchaser. 
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mider  a  writ  fieri  facias  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Che-         1844. 

^^  BBimiFP 

The  principal  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follow  : — It  ap-  ^* 

vrAftNSTT. 

jeirea  that  one  Wright  had^  during  the  year  1843,  kept  a 

fobfic-hoose  at  A.,  in  which  a  lodge  of  the  society  called 

Dnuds  were  in  the  habit  of  assembling,  and  that,  amongst 

€dier  fdmitore  which  was  provided  for  the  use  of  the  said 

Mge,  there  was  an  organ,  which  organ  formed  the  subject 

rfthe  present  action.     It  was  proved  that   Wright  had 

Ixni^t  the  organ  in  question  in  the  month  of  July  or 

Anpist,  1843.     Between  that  time  and  the  month  of  No- 

wmber  following  Wright  became  much  indebted  to  various 

pawns;  and  on  the  10th  of  that  month  one  of  his  creditors 

wed  out  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  against  him,  under  which  the 

sheriff  entered  and  seized  his  goods.  At  the  time  the  seizure 

was  made,  the  organ  was  not  on  Wright^s  premises.     The 

to  was,  that  it  had,  for  some  time  prior  to  the  issuing  of 

^ fieri  facias,  been  in  the  house  of  Bentliff,  the  plaintiff  in 

ftc  present  action ;  and  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that 

fcntliff  had  bought  it  from  Wright  on  the  14th  of  October 

IRrioos.     It  appeared,  further,  that  the  sheriff's  officer 

Hi  aware  that  the  organ  had  been  removed  to  Bentliff's 

We,  and  that  accordingly  he  went  thither  and  seized  it 

>*fer  the  execution  against  Wright.   This  was  the  trespass 

*>iplained  of. 

The  defence  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  was,  that 

^  sale  to  Bentliff  was  fraudulent,  inasmuch  as  it  had  been 

■Wide  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  creditors  of  Wright; 

^  that  the   plaintiff  had,  in  consequence,  no   title  to 

'•cover. 

KoLrB,  B.,  in  addressing  the  jury,  said — It  must  be  shewn 
^  there  was  a  conspiracy  between  the  purchaser  and  the 

•dler  of  the  goods  in  question,  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 

• 

^  the  creditors  of  the  latter,  before  a  sale  of  those  goods 
^  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  on  that  ground,  quoad  the 
l^iidkaaer;  and,  therefore,  if  the  money  produced  by  such 
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1S44. 
Bbntliff 

V, 

Garnbtt. 


sale  was  merely  to  go  into  the  hands  of  the  seller,  even 
although  it  might  afterwards  be  paid  to  a  favoured  credi- 
tor^ still  this  would  not  be  sufficient,  per  se,  to  constitute  a 
fraudulent  sale.  Admitting,  then,  that  there  was  an  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  Wright  to  defraud  his  creditors  by  means 
of  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  you  must,  in  order  to  set 
aside  that  sale  qtwad  the  plaintiff,  be  satisfied  that  he 
conspired  with  Wright  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect. 


Baines  and  Greene,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin  and  Cowling,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Rowley  8f  Taylor^  and  H,  Garttide,'] 


March  26tL 

A.  was  the 
owner  ofa  saw- 
mill, and  B.  was 
his  foreman. 
B.y  as  the 
agent  of  A.,  but 
without  any 
express  author* 
ity,  entered 
into  a  contract 
in  writing  to 
supply  C.  with 
a  quantity  of 
Scotch-fir 
staves : — Heldf 
that  this  con- 
tract was  bind- 
ing on  A.,  in- 
asmuch as  B. 
must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have 
had  a  general 
authority  to 
enter  into  such 
contracts  as  the 
one  in  question. 


Richardson  v.  Cartwrioht. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  on  a  contract  by  the  defendant  to 
furnish  the  plaintiff  with  a  large  quantity  of  Scotch  fur 
staves ;  and  the  breach  was,  that  the  staves  had  not  been 
furnished  by  the  defendant  according  to  the  said  contract 
It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  saw- 
mill, and  that  one  Walworth  was  his  foreman.     The  con- 
tract on  which  the  present  action  was  brought  had  been 
entered  into  by  Walworth,  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant; 
and  the  great  point  made  in  defence  was,  that  that  con- 
tract was  not  binding  on  the  defendant,  inasmuch  as  Wal- 
worth had  no  general  authority,  as  the  foreman  of  the  lat- 
ter, to  enter  into  such  a  contract ;  and  that  neither  was 
there  any  evidence  that  he  had  had  a  special  authority  to 
enter  into  the  particular  contract  in  question. 

RoLPE,  B.,  however,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that 
he  was  of  opinion,  that  a  foreman  who  was  employed  to 
conduct  a  business  such  as  that  in  which  the  defendant 
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was  engaged^  must  be  taken  to  have  a  general  authority  to         1844. 
Und  his  master  by  such  a  contract  as  the  one  now  under    rj^^^^^^^j, 
eonsideration.  ^       »• 

Cartw&ight. 

Brandt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Barnes  and  Crompton,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — J.  Howarth^  and  Morecrofi  8f  Son,'] 


Kershaw  v.  Johnson  the  elder  and  Johnson  the  March  27th. 

younger, 

IRESPASS  for  breaking   and   entering  the  dwelling-  An  inspector  of 

,  ...  .  weights  and 

wmse  of  the  plaintiff,  and  taking  a  60-lb.  weight  there-  measures,  ap- 
from. — ^Thc  defendant  pleaded  payment  into  court  of  the  {he"5^&  Tmw. 
tm  of  £2  in  satisfaction,  and  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  n^j^^'re^^Jif^**^" 
W  sustained  no  damages  ultra.     Issue  thereon.  special  warrant, 

Ml  1  /•  11  mi        1    /»      1      *"  order  to  au- 

The  evidence  m  the  case  was  as  follows:— The  defend-  thorize  him  to 
•t  Johnson  the  elder  was  the  inspector  of  weights  and  dMduafcase"' 
measures  in  Rochdale.     The  plaintiff  had  been  a  green-  his  general 

*■         ^  ^        "  warrant  under 

pocer  in  that  town,  but  had  retired  from  business,  and  sect.  28  being 

-         .  ,  1    •       1      /•  'j_     sufficient  for 

WIS,  at  the  time  the  trespass  complamed  ot  was  commit-  that  purpose, 
ted,  residing  in  what  seemed  to  be  a  private  house.  On  of  that* aa^^ 
fte  3rd  of  January,  1844,  Johnson   the   elder  met   the  weight  above 

56  lb.  is  re- 
plaintiff's  son  in  the  shop  of  one  II.,  in  the  town  of  Roch-   quired  to  be  in- 

We,  and  he  then  told  the  latter  that  it  was  his  intention  IlampedTbut 
to  inspect  his  father's  (the  plaintiff's)  weights.     The  an-  ^^l  '"J,t  ^  °[ 

places  within 
^meaning  of  the  act,  in  order  to  inspect  &c.,  although  no  weight  of  56  lb.  or  under  be  kept 
*kerein. 

^Qder  the  28th  section  an  inspector  is  not  authorized  in  seizing  any  weight,  without  having 
"Mtcotapared  it  with  the  standard,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it  be  just  or  not. 

StmbUt  that  it  is  not'  necessary,  in  order  to  justify  an  inspector  in  entering  under  the  28th 
"^^^t  that  the  place  into  which  he  enters  should  be  one  in  which  goods  are  actually  **  exposed 
^1^  for  sale.'*  If  he  have  good  reason  to  believe  that  it  is  so,  and  the  entry  be  made  bond 
MttBder  thii  belief,  that  will  be  sufficient 
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1844.        8wer  to  this  intimation  was^  that  the  plaantifif  had  no 
^    ""     '      weights,  that  he  did  not  carry  on  any  business,  but  that 
V.  he  (the  son)  carried  on  the  business  on  his  own  aocoiint^ 

and  that  Johnson  might  inspect  his  weights  if  he  chose. 
The  plaintiff's  son  then  left  the  shop  in  which  he  had 
met  the  elder  defendant,  and  went  towards  his  father's 
house.  The  defendant  followed,  and  insisted  upon  enter- 
ing the  house;  and  this  he  ultimately  accomplished  in 
company  with  his  son,  who  was  the  other  defendant  in 
this  action.  Immediately  on  the  defendants  getting  into 
the  house,  they  commenced  searching  for  weights;  and 
after  they  had  gone  into  several  rooms  for  that  purpose 
they  at  last  found  a  60-lb.  weight  behind  a  door ;  and  this 
weight  they  seized  and  carried  away  with  them,  without 
having  previously  tested  it,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
it  was  a  just  weight  or  not. 

The  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  stated,  in  their  examins^ 
tion  in  chief,  that  the  house  in  which  the  plaintiff  resided, 
was  a  private  dwelling-house;  that  it  had  never  been  a^ 
shop ;  that  it  had  sash-windows ;  and  that,  in  fact,  it  re- 
sembled in  external  appearance  the  other  dwelling-houses 
in  the  neighbourhood.   In  cross-examination,  however,  thej 
admitted,  that,  about  nine  or  ten  months  before  the  events 
above  stated  took  place,  a  few  articles,  which  had  formed 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  old  stock,  had  been  sold  in  the  honn 
in  question ;  but  they  further  stated,  that  there  had  never 
been  any  counter,  nor  any  other  shop-fittings  on  the  pie- 
mises.     This  evidence  was  in  some  respects  confirmed  bf 
witnesses  called  on  behalf  of  the  defendants;  but  thqF 
spoke  of  sales  which  had  taken  place  at  a  much  later  period 
than  that  mentioned  by  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff;  vei 
they  likewise  stated,  that,  on  the  occasions  of  some  of  tte 
sales  in  question,  they  had  seen  an  oak  chest  used  by  tli6 
plaintiff,  in  order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  a  counter. 

Such  being  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  was  contended,  by 

Watson,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendants  had  no 
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whatever  to  enter  on  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
that^  therefore^  although  the  trespass  had  been  admitted      *, 
on  the  record^  and  a  sum  of  money  paid  into  court  in  «• 

satisfaction  of  damages,  the  plaintiff  was  still  entitled  to  a 
Ferdict  for  further  damages,  in  respect  of  the  wrong  com- 
plained of.  Whatever  authority  the  elder  defendant  pos- 
sessed in  the  matter  in  question  is  derived  from  the  statute 
6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  63.  That  act  is  intituled,  ''  An  Act  to 
repeal  an  Act  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  year  of  his  present 
Majesty,  relating  to  weights  and  measures,  and  to  make 
other  provisions  instead  thereof; "  and  by  the  17th  section 
thereof,  it  is  enacted,  inter  alia,  "  that  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  every  county,  riding,  or  division,  or  county  of  a 
city,  or  county  of  a  town,  in  general  or  quarter  sessions 
assembled,  ....  shall  determine  the  number  of  copies  of 
the  imperial  standard  weights  and  measures  which  they 
shall  deem  requisite  for  the  comparison  of  all  weights  and 
measures  in  use  within  their  respective  jurisdictions,  and 
shall  direct  that  such  copies,  verified  and  stamped  at  the 
Exchequer,  shall  be  provided  for  the  use  of  the  same,  and 
shall  fix  the  place  at  which  such  copies  shall  be  deposited, 
and  sliall  appoint  a  sufficient  number  of  inspectors  of  weights 
and  measures  for  the  safe  custody  of  such  copies,  and  for 
the  discharge  of  the  other  duties  hereinafter  mentioned.'^ 
It  is  submitted,  however,  that,  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  the  elder  defendant  had  no  authority  whatever  to  do 
as  he  had  done  in  the  present  case.  The  words  of  the  28th 
section  of  the  act  in  question  are  as  follow : — ''Be  it  enacted, 
that  in  England  and  Ireland  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every 
justice  of  the  peace  of  any  county,  riding,  or  division,  or  of 
any  city  or  town,  and  in  Scotland  for  every  sheriff,  justice, 
or  magistrate  of  any  borough  or  town,  or  for  any  inspector 
authorized  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  any  justice  of  the 
peace  in  England  and  Ireland,  or  of  any  sheriff,  justice,  or 
magistrate  in  Scotland,  at  all  reasonable  times,  to  enter  any 
shop,  store,  warehouse,  stall,  yard,  or  place  whatsoever,  within 
his  jurisdiction,  wherein  goods  shall  be  exposed  or  kept  for 
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1844.        sale,  or  shall  be  weighed  for  conveyance  or  carriage^  and 
'     "^     '       there  to  examine  all  weights,  ^c,  and  to  compare  and  try  the 
9.  same  with  the  copies  of  the  imperial  standard  weights  and 

measures  required  or  authorized  to  be  provided  under  this 
act;  and  if,  upon  such  examination,  it  shall  appear  that  the 
said  weights  or  measures  are  light  or  otherwise  mjust,  the 
same  shall  be  liable  to  be  seized  aud  forfeited^'    And  it  is 
submitted,  that,  in  order  to  make  a  seizure  of  weights  or 
measures  lawful  under  the  above  clause,  the   following 
things  were  requisite: — 1st,  the  inspector  had  no  right 
to  enter  into  any  of  the  places  enumerated  in  the  act  far 
the  purposes  therein  mentioned,  unless  '^authorized  in 
writing  under  the  hand  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  *^  so  to 
do.     But  no  such  authority  had  been  proved  in  the  pre- 
sent case.     And,  2ndly,  the  inspector  had  no  right  to 
enter  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  at  all,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
clear,  that,  at  the  time  of  his  so  entering,  it  was  not  a 
"shop  or  place  wherein  goods  were  exposed  or  kept  for 
sale  '^  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    Again,  even  admit- 
ting that  the  original  entry  was  in  itself  lawful,  there 
could  be  no  doubt  that  the  taking  away  of  the  60-lb. 
weight  was  unlawful,  and  that   the  defendants  in  con- 
sequence became  trespassers   ab  initio.     It  is   expressly 
enacted  by  the  statute  under  which  the  defendants  claimed 
to  derive  their  authority,  that  the  inspectors,  after  having 
entered  any  of  the  places  therein  mentioned,  are  ^' there 
to  examine  all  weights  &c.,  and  to  compare  and  try  the 
same  with  the  copies "  provided  under  the  act ;  and  they 
are  authorized  to  seize  them  only  in  case  it  should  appear, 
^'upon  such  examination,"  that  they  are  light  or  otherwise 
unjust.    In  the  present  case,  however,  it  was  manifest  that 
this  provision  of  the  statute  had  not  been  complied  with- 
it  was  clear  that  the  intention  of  the  act  was,  that  ao 
weight  or  measure  should  be  seized  until  it  had  been  first 
compared  with  the  imperial  standard.     But  here  no  sucli 
comparison  had  been  made;  but  it  appeared  in  evidence,  th-at 
the  weight  in  question  had  been  carried  off  by  the  defen-^- 
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ants  before  they  had  ascertained  whether  it  was  liable  to        .1844. 
be  seized  under  the  act,  or  not.     He  also  contended,  that      ^    "     ' 
the  weight  in  question  was  not  one  to  which  the  statute  «• 

Johnson 

qpplied  at  all,  inasmuch  as  it  was  provided  by  the  21st 
section,  that  "  nothing  therein  contained  should  extend  to 
require  any  single  weight  above  fifty -six  pounds  to  be  in - 
ipected  and  stamped,  such  weight  of  fiily-six  pounds  being 

the  greatest  of  the  imperial  standard  weights  deposited  in 

the  Exchequer.'^ 

Mcartin,  contra,  admitted  that  the  taking  of  the  60-lb. 
weight  from  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  without  having 
preriously  compared  it  with  the  imperial  standard,  was 
an  act,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  not  authorized  by 
the  statute.  He  contended,  however,  that,  in  other  re- 
spects, they  had  conducted  themselves  according  to  its 
provisions.  Ist,  he  argued  that  proof  of  a  warrant  from 
a  justice  of  the  peace  in  each  individual  case  was  not  ne- 
cessary, and  that  the  defendant  Johnson  was  suflSciently 
wthorized  to  act  by  virtue  of  his  general  appointment 
ss  inspector  of  weights  and  measures  under  the  act.  In 
Vipport  of  this  opinion,  he  cited  the  case  of  Hutchings 
^'Beeves  (a),  where  it  was  decided  that  an  inspector  of 
weights  and  measures,  appointed  by  the  sessions  under 
tke  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  63,  s.  17,  and  having  a  general  warrant 
from  a  magistrate,  under  sect.  28,  to  act  as  such  within 
Ins  jurisdiction,  might,  by  virtue  of  such  appointment  and 
warrant,  enter  any  shop  &c.  within  his  district,  at  all  sea- 
sonable times,  to  examine  and  seize  false  weights  and  mea- 
inres,  and  need  not  have  a  special  warrant  from  a  justice 
Ui  each  individual  case. 

Bk)lpe,  B. — According  to  that  case,  it  is  clear,  that  a 
special  warrant  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  the 
defendants  to  enter  under  the  act. 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  747. 
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1844.  Martin  then  submitted^  that^  as  the  28th  section  of  the 

act  did  not  applj  solely  to  places  in  which  goods  were  ex- 


V*  posed  for  sale^  bnt  also  to  places  in  which  they  were  k^ 

for  sale^  it  was  within  the  spirit  of  the  act^  that  the  in* 
specter  should  have  the  power  of  visiting  all  places  in  whidi 
he  had  reason  to  suspect  that  goods  were  kept  and  sold 
privately.  In  this  view  of  the  case^  therefore^  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  defendants  to  shew^  that^  at  the  time  thej 
entered  on  the  plaintiff's  premises^  sales  were  actually 
taking  place ;  but  it  would  be  a  siifficient  justification  for 
them^  that  they  believed  that  such  was  the  case^  and  that 
accordingly  they  entered  bond  fide  with  an  honest  inten- 
tion^ and  in  the  exercise  of  their  supposed  duty.  He  also 
contended,  that,  under  the  21st  section  of  the  act,  there 
was  nothing  illegal  in  the  defendants  inspecting  the  60-lb. 
weight. 

BoLFE,  B.,  in  summing  up,  observed,  that,  although, 
under  the  21st  section  of  the  act,  no  single  weight  above 
66-lb.  was  required  to  be  inspected  and  stamped,  still  that 
there  was  nothing  in  that  section  which  prohibited  the  in- 
spector from  entering  in  order  to  inspect  and  stamp  in  sudi 
a  case  as  the  present.  As  to  the  taking  away  of  the  60-lb. 
weight,  there  was  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  were  not 
justified  in  removing  it  until  they  had  previously  tested 
it  by  the  imperial  standard,  which  had  not  been  done  ia 
this  case.  As  to  the  construction  of  the  28th  section,  his 
Lordship  said,  the  suggestion  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
is,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  carrying  on  business  clan- 
destinely on  the  premises  in  question.  That  this  was  the 
case  up  to  a  certain  period  is  undisputed ;  and  there  is  even 
some  evidence  to  shew,  that  the  same  practice  was  con- 
tinued up  to  the  time  at  which  the  trespass  was  committed. 
If  such  had  in  fact  been  the  case,  the  defendants  would 
have  been  justified  in  entering  as  they  did ;  and  therefore^ 
in  assessing  the  damages,  you  must  take  into  your  con- 
sideration, whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  defend— 
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ants  entered  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  without  colour  of 
right ;  or  whether  they  entered  into  a  place  into  which 
fhej  might  well  believe^  that^  under  the  act,  they  were  in- 
titled  to  enter,  although,  from  some  circumstances  in  their 
eonducty  they  subsequently  became  trespassers*  In  my 
new,  the  evidence  shews  that  this  latter  really  was  the 

Tlie  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages,  £5, 

W,  H.  Watson  and  Tbmlin^on,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin,  for  the  defendants. 

[kVtoTDiea—Dearden  ^  MoUnoorthy  and  Woods  ^  Jachon,'] 
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V, 

Johnson. 


Pott  and  Others,  Assignees  fee,  v.  Bevan. 


March  28M. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  commission,  for  money  lent.  An  agent  has 
■ouey  paid,  money  had  and  received,  for  interest  for  the  out  the  auThor- 
toearance  of  money,  and  on  an  account  stated. — Plea —  d^a^^to'ove"" 

^  (Untmpsit,  ^^^^  <^  bank- 

The  plaintiffs  were  the  assignees  of  the  estate  of  Douglas,  But  if  it  appear 
Smawley,  &  Co.,  who  had  carried  on  business  as  bankers  h^  done*fo"^ 
at  Holywell,  in  Flintshire:  and  the  circumstances  out  of  with  the  know- 

y.  ledge  of  his 

^nich  their  claim  against  the  defendant  arose  were  the  fol-  principal,  the 

1  iurv  will  bfi 

lowing: — It  appeared  that,  in  the  year  1825,  a  company,  warranted  in 
cdled  The  British  Gas  Company,  had  been  estabUshed,  and  ihi^lhft^hT 
^t  they  had  erected  gas-works  at  a  place  called  Green-  ««ent  had,  in 
new,  near  Holywell.     In  the  year  1829,  the  company  ap-  quisite  amhor- 
pointed  one  James  Williams,  as  their  agent,  to  manage  the  "^if  the  balance 

of  a  banking 
*CGOQBt  remain  orerdue  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  banker,  his  assignees  are  entitled  to  recover 
(merest  on  such  balance,  as  well  for  the  period  which  has  elapsed  since  the  bankruptcy,  as  for 
*^  which  had  elftMed  before  it. 
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1844.        works  at  Holywell;  and  in  the  year  1831^  these  w<nlDi 
were  let  to  one  Webber,  who  continued  Williams  in  Us 
appointment  of  agent.    Webber  died  in  1834;  and  firam 
that  time  until  ]  836  the  gas-works  were  carried  on  bj 
Webber's  widow,  Williams  having  likewise  acted  as  bar 
agent  in  the  management  thereof.     In  May,  1836,  Mn.    j 
Webber  died ;  and  from  that  time  until  March,  184S,— 
when  the  lease  of  the  works  expired,  and  possession  thereof 
was  resumed  by  The  British  Gas  Company, — ^the  defendant 
Sevan  carried  on  the  works  at  Holywell,  as  the  admini- 
strator of  Mrs.  Webber.    The  defendant,  however,  did  not 
superintend  the  works  in  person;  but  he,  likewise,  appointed 
James  Williams  to  manage  the  same  for  him.    So  far  back 
as  the  year  1831,  Williams  had  kept  an  account  at  Douglas 
&  Co.'s  bank,  as  agent  for  the  gas-works,  and  this  he  oon- 
tinned  to  do  until  the  death  of  Mrs.  Webber,  in  1838. 
After  that  event,  and  after  the  defendant  had  obtained 
letters  of  administration  to  Mrs.  Webber's  estate,  an  ae- 
count  was  opened  by  the  bank  through  the  agency  ofWiir 
liams,  "  with  the  administrator  of  the  late  Mrs.  Webber, 
deceased ; ''  and  this  account  continued  to  be  kept  until  tbe 
bank  stopped  payment,  in  the  year  1839.     During  tUs 
period  Williams  had  several  other  accounts  at  Doug^ 
&  Co.^s ;  one  as  actuary  of  the  Holywell  Savings-banl^  ^'J 
another  as  secretary  to  a  charitable  institution  in  thajt^ 
town,  and  a  third  on  his  own  private  account. 

It  appeared  further,  that  the  defendant  used  to  come 
occasionally  to  Holywell;  that  he  had  likewise  frequeit 
communications  with  Williams  respecting  the  gas-worki| 
and  the  latter  stated,  in  the  course  of  his  examination,  that 
the  defendant  was  well  aware,  that  he  (WiUiams)  was  in 
the  habit  of  drawing  cheques  on  the  bank  on  account  of  the 
gas-works,  and  of  paying  money  for  the  concern  by  means 
of  such  cheques.  Williams  further  stated  that  he  used  to 
send  statements  of  account  to  Bevan ;  and  that,  upon  one 
occasion,  he  had  told  Bevan  that  there  was  a  balance  doe 
to  the  bank.    In  November,  1839,  Douglas  &  Co.  stopped 
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payment^  but  this  fact  Williams  did  not  communicate  to  1344, 
Sevan  until  March^  1840.  In  the  year  1842^  Williams 
settled  and  signed  a  stated  account  with  the  bank^  as  super- 
intendent of  the  gas-works^  and  agent  of  the  administrator 
of  Mrs.  Webber ;  but  this  was  done  without  the  privacy  of 
Sevan.  The  account  thus  settled^  shewed  a  balance  due  to 
Douglas  &  Co.  of  jE351^  for  which  they  held  fourteen 
cheques^  as  vouchers.  Of  these  cheques^  ten  were  drawn 
in  the  following  form  :— 

"  Messrs.  Douglas^  Smawley,  &  Co.,  Holywell  Bank,  Pay 

Messrs.  A.  &  Co.  or  bearer  £ ,  on  ac.  administrator  of 

Ann  Webber. 

"  James  Williams,  SuptJ^ 

and  the  remaining  four  were  drawn  in  the  same  form,  ex- 
cept that  they  were  signed,  ^'  on  ac.  Holywell  and  Green- 
field Oas  Works, — James  Williams,  Superintendent.'^ 

The  whole  of  the  above  balance  had  accrued  subsequently 
to  the  death  of  Mrs.  Webber ;  and  to  recover  the  same  the 
present  action  was  brought. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts, 

Murpky,  Serjt.,  contended,  that  there  was  no  evidence 

that  Williams  had  any  authority  from  Bevan  to  overdraw 

the  account  at  Douglas  &  Co.'s  bank.     He  argued,  that 

nothing  short  of  an  express  authority  from  the  principal, 

or  a  subsequent  recognition  by  the  latter,  was  sufficient  to 

lutify  an  agent  in  borrowing  money ;  as  to  this,  there 

eoold  be  no  doubt  since  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  £x- 

diequer  in  Hawtayne  v.  Bourne  (a) ;  and  the  present  was  a  si- 

Bolar  case.   Unless,  therefore,  the  jury  were  satisfied,  either 

tlttt  Bevan  had  introduced  Williams  to  the  bank  as  a  per- 

^A  authorized  to  overdraw  the  account,  or,  knowing  that 

*uch  was  the  latter's  previous  course  of  business,  had  con- 

"^ted  to  it,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  695. 

"^OL.  I.  Z  N.  P. 
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1844.  BoLTSj  B.^  to  the  jury. — ^The  point  for  you  is^  whether 

Williams  had  authority,  express  or  implied,  to  overdnw 

the  account  at  Douglas,  Smawley,  &  Co.'s?     Overdnwuig 

an  account  is,  in  fact,  borrowing  money;  and  the  law  is 

quite  clear,  that  an  agent  cannot  do  this  so  as  to  bind  hii 

principal,  without  either  an  express  or  implied  previoM 

authority,  or  an  authority  to  be  inferred  from  the  subsft- 

quent  recognition  by  the  principal  of  the  agenf  s  conduct 

On  this  point,  the  case  of  Hawtayne  v.  Bourne^  referred  to 

by  my  brother  Murphy,  leaves  no  doubt.  Now  here  there  ii 

no  evidence  of  any  previous  authority  to  Williams  to  onx» 

draw  the  account  at  the  bank ;  and  you  will,  therefioR^ 

have  to  consider  whether  he  was  keeping  such  account  fli 

Bevan's  agent,  and  whether  the  latter  knew  that  he  mm 

overdrawing  it ;  because,  if  he  knew  thife,  then  the  infirm 

ence  is  very  strong,  that  he  actually  authorized  sudi  i 

course  of  business,  and  he  would  be  liable  accordingly. 

A  claim  was  then  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiltj| 
for  interest  on  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due  from  the 
fendants ;  and  the  learned  Judge  was  requested  to  dii«t; 
the  jury,  that,  in  the  event  of  their  finding  a  verdict  fir  ^ 
the  plaintiffs,  they  should  assess  such  interest  as  paiirf 
the  damages. 

BoLFE,  B.,  however,  expressed  it  to  be  his  opinion,  (M 
as  the  relation  of  banker  and  customer  was  put  an  end  H 
by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  former,  the  plaintiffs  were  lit 
entitled  to  claim  any  interest  for  the  period  which  \sk 
elapsed  since  that  time. 

TomlinsoUy  for  the  plaintiffs,  urged,  that  by  the  usage  of 
trade  they  were  entitled  to  interest  on  the  balance  due  HI 
long  as  the  account  remained  open ;  and  he  referred  to  tte 
case  of  De  Havilland  v.  Bowerbank  {b). 

{h)  1  Camp.  50. 
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BoLTE^  B.,  directed  the  jury  aocordinglj;  giving  to  the         1344^ 
drfeodant  liberty  to  move  to  reduce  the  verdict. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Bmnes  and  Tomlmsonj  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Murphy,  Seijt.,  and  Robinson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attoraies — Barlow  4*  AUon,  and  BepanJ] 


h  Easter  Term,  Murphy,  Seijt.,  applied  to  the  Court 
tf  Cbimnon  Pleas  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on  the  ground 
tbt  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  should  have 
cbected  a  nonsuit,  there  not  having  been  sufficient  evidence 
rf Ac  agency  of  Williams;  but  the  Court  refused  to  dis- 
W)  the  verdict.  He  also  applied  for  and  obtained  a  rule 
b  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  reduced,  by 
Mocting  therefrom  the  amount  allowed  by  the  jury  for 
Irioest  on  the  balance  due  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  in  the 
lot  term  this  question  was  argued  by  Talfourd,  Serjt.  for 
ftB]^ntiff8,  and  Murphy,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant.  For 
1k|luntiffs  it  was  argued,  that,  according  to  the  usage  of 
tnik,  they  were  entitled  to  interest  on  the  balance  due  to 
tk bankers;  and  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  latter  did 
BOt  alter  their  rights  in  this  respect.  Had  the  contract 
kctween  the  parties  been,  that,  in  consideration  that  the 
kmkera  would  continue  to  make  advances,  then  the  cus- 
tinier  would  pay  interest  on  the  balance  due,  the  argument 
M  the  other  side  might  have  been  correct.  But  this  was 
lot  the  contract  here;  and,  therefore,  as  it  could  not  be 
aaid  that,  had  the  bankers  continued  solvent,  but  refused 
to  make  advances,  interest  would  not  have  been  payable 
on  the  balance  due  at  the  time  of  such  refusal;  so  neither 
eould  it  be  said  that  such  interest  was  not  payable,  merely 
because  the  bankers  had,  by  reason  of  their  insolvency, 
discontinued  to  make  advances  to  the  defendant.  The 
[MUikruptcy  of  the  bankers  had  taken  away  from  them  the 

z2 
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1844.  ability  to  make  farther  advances ;  but  it  had  not  deprived 
the  defendant  of  the  use  of  the  money  already  advanced; 
and  as  the  contract  between  them  was  to  pay  interest  on 
the  sums  advanced^  the  plaintiffs  were  therefore  entitled  to 
interest  on  the  sum  now  shewn  to  be  due  to  them.  And 
he  cited  the  cases  of  De  HavUland  v.  Bowerbank  (c),  De 
Bemales  v.  Fuller  (rf),  Cation  v.  Bragg  (e),  Bruce  v.  £ta- 
ter  {/),  Moore  v.  Voughton  (g),  Newal  v.  Jone»  (A). 

Murphy f  Serjt.^  contra^  contended  that,  the  relation  of 
banker  and  customer  having  been  determined  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy, the  principal  sum  due  at  that  time  was  all  that 
could  be  recovered.     He  cited  Cameron  v.  Smith  (i). 

The  Court  (i),  however,  were  of  opinion  that  the  assigneei 
were  entitled  to  recover  interest  on  the  balance  due  firaa 
the  defendant.  It  was  clear  that,  if  the  house  of  Douglai 
&  Co.  had  not  stopped  payment,  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  interest  on  this  balance ;  and  as  the  assigneoi 
were  placed  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  63  in  the  same  ntoi* 
tion  as  the  bankrupts  as  to  their  rights,  they  considcored 
that  the  present  plaintiffs  were  likewise  entitled  to  loflh 
interest,  and  that,  therefore,  the  verdict  should  stand. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 

(c)  1  Camp.  50.  (A)  Mood.  &  Malk,  449. 

{d)  2  Camp.  427.  (i)  2  B.  &  Aid.  305. 

(e)  15  East,  223.  (^)  Which  consisted  of  TUH 

if)  3  Camp.  467.  L.  C.  J.,  and  CoUman  and  Cm' 

(g)  1  Stark.  487.  weU,  Js. 


Ti 


NORTHERN  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT.  841 

1844. 
HoLGATE  and  Others  v.  Kay.  March  2dth. 


HIS  was  an  action  on  a  covenant  to  pay  rent  for  certain  Where  pre- 
{ucels  of  land  and  water-privileges,  demised  by  a  certain  "|*eJi  ^y  in- 
ndcnture  of  lease  to  the  defendant:  and  the  breach  alleged  ^«n/"'«  "  *" 

'  °         entire  rent,  and 

ns  the  non-payment  of  snch  rent.  there  is  a  cove- 

Tbe  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas,  namely,  first,  a  plea  lessor  to  pay 

flndi  set  out  the  indenture  of  lease  on  which  the  action  "cttn  for' rent 

WM  brought,  and  which  concluded  by  alleging,  in  substance,  arrear  can  be 

.  vidlows  : — that  part  of  the  demised  premises  was,  at  the  such  covenant, 

tine  of  the  granting  of  the  said  lease,  in  the  possession  of  gee  has  been  ' 

I  ftird  person  who  had  lawful  title  thereto,  and  that  the  p^slewi Jn"of 

deCmdant  had  been  kept  out  of  possession  of  the  said  part  t^e  premises 
tf  the  said  demised  premises  by  such  third  person ;  and      Where,  in 

Mondly,  that  certain  persons  had  obtained  rights  of  way  JJJ^  defendant!' 

f.  Btnd  over  the  premises  in  question,  and  that  by  the  exer-  i"  ^,**  p^^*»  ■®'* 

c»e  of  such  rights  of  way  the  defendant  had  been  and  was  and  then  avers 

ieprived  of  the  use  of  the  water- privileges  demised  to  him  tered  and  was 

»f  Ac  said  indenture  of  lease.  fr^remises  ^ 

On  these  pleas  issue  was  joined.  thereunder, 

Ibe  following  were  the  material  facts  of  the  case : — On  estop  him  from 

ftclit  of  May,  1801,  a  lease  was  granted  by  one  Lomax  SrhenT;  lo*'' 

to  one  Hay,  for  a  term  of  999  years,  of  several  parcels  of  entered,  he 

-^  .  found  some 

tad,  known  as  the  Mill-card,  the  Cross-meadow,  and  the  part  of  the  said 
Ofoss-field,  and  also  of  a  stream  called  the  Spottin-river.  possession  of  a 
Tke  lease  likewise  gave  liberty  to  the  lessee  to  cut  goits  or  d^el'ln^ad7er"e" 
tadns  into  part  of  the  Cross-field ;  and  there  was  a  cove-  ^>^'«« 
;  >Mit  by  Hay  to  erect  a  mill  on  the  premises.  On  the  death 
•'Hay  his  widow  became  possessed  of  the  term  in  question ; 
^  on  her  death  it  came  into  the  possession  of  a  person 
"^med  Stock,  who  was  the  devisee  under  her  will.     Some 
^^  afterwards  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between 
Stock  and  Kay,  the  father  of  the  present  defendant,  where- 
V  Stock  agreed  to  grant  an  underlease  of  the  premises  to 
^Ji  at  a  certain  rent.     Such  underlease,  however,  was 
^cr  executed.     Kay  died ;  and  on  the  10th  of  June,  1839, 
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1844.  the  plaintiffs^  who  had  become  possessed  of  the  term^  granted 
an  underlease  to  the  defendant  on  the  same  conditions  as 
those  contained  in  the  agreement  between  Stock  and  his 
father.  Soon  after  the  lease  was  granted  to  Kay^  it  was  disco- 
Tered  that  there  was  a  difficulty  in  the  way  of  obtaining  po»» 
ftession  of  certain  parts  of  the  Cross-field  and  Cros»-meadow. 
They  were^  in  fact^  in  the  possession  of  parties  who  claimed 
under  Lomax^  the  original  lessor.  It  was  likewise  disco- 
yered  that  certain  parties  had  acquired  rights  of  way  orer 
the  land  in  question^  so  that  a  reservoir  which  the  lessee 
wished  to  make  therein^  could  not  be  made.  The  lessors 
were  then  applied  to  by  Kay^  either  to  put  him  in  full  pos- 
session of  the  premises  demised^  or  to  make  a  rateable  re- 
duction in  the  rent.  This  application^  however,  was  refused; 
and  now  the  present  action  was  brought  in  order  to  recover 
the  entire  rent  reserved  by  the  lease  of  the  10th  of  Jun^ 
1839. 

Baines,  for  the  defendant,  argued  that,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  in 
the  present  action.  The  action  was  not  for  use  and  occu- 
pation ;  but  it  was  brought  on  a  covenant  in  a  lease  where- 
by certain  premises  had  been  demised  to  the  defendant  at 
an  entire  rent,  and  part  of  which  premises  the  defendant 
had  never  enjoyed.  The  defendant,  therefore,  had  never 
been  let  into  possession  of  the  thing  for  which  he  had  bar- 
gained; and  this,  he  submitted,  was  a  good  bar  to  any 
action  on  the  covenant  to  pay  the  rent  reserved.  He  cited, 
in  support  of  his  position,  the  cases  of  Gardiner  v.  TflUuam- 
$(m{a),  Neale  v.  McKenzie  [b),  and  Tomlinson  v.  Day  (c). 

Knowles,  contr^,  submitted  that  the  rent  might  be  ap- 
portioned ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  were  intitled  to 
recover  for  such  part  of  the  premises  as  the  defendant  had 
enjoyed.     He  likewise  contended,  that,  as  the  defendant 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  336.     (6)  1  M.  &  W.  747.      (c)  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  680. 


In  pursuance  of  the  liberty  granted  to  the  plaintiflFs  at 
ftc  trial,  a  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  was 
ifterwarda  made  by  Knowles  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
it  Lancaster :  and  a  rule  nisi  obtained,  against  which  Baines 
tod  Tomlinson  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  Term  last,  before 
«•  Justice  CoLTMAN  and  Mr.  Baron  Rolfe,  who  sat  as 
pdges  of  that  court.  After  argument  the  rule  was  dis- 
™rged,  and  the  ruling  of  Mr.  Baron  Rolfe  confirmed,  on 
«c  authority  of  Stevenson  v.  Lambard  [d),  in  which  case  the 

{d)  2  East,  575. 
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liad  alleged  in  his  plea  that  ^^  he  entered  and  was  possessed         1844. 
ti"  the  premises  in  question,  he  was  estopped  by  such 
allegation  from  taking  his  present  objection. 

BoLFE,  B. — As  to  the  former  point,  I  take  it  to  be  per- 
fMstly  clear,  that  if  you  cannot  give  full  possession  of  the 
flung  demised,  you  cannot  sue  in  covenant  for  the  rent.  As 
to  the  other  point,  I  consider  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
defendant's  allegation,  that  he  '^entered  and  was  possessed,^' 
It  all  inconsistent  with  the  fact,  that  he  may  merely  have 
entered  for  an  instant  on  the  demised  premises,  and  found, 
on  his  so  entering,  that  another  person  was  in  possession 
inder  an  adverse  title.  Such  an  allegation  is,  in  my  opin- 
ion, no  estoppel. 

A  verdict  was  ultimately  taken  for  the  defendant 
on  the  first  plea,  and  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
second;  leave  being  given  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
move  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Kunwles  and  Segar,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
hines  and  Tomlinson^  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — J.  Lord,  and  J,  Ogden,'] 
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1844.  .  Court  of  King's  Bench  held^  that^  '^  in  covenant  as  between 
lessor  and  lessee^  where  the  action  is  personal  and  upon  a 
mere  privity  of  contract^  and  on  that  account  transitory  as 
any  other  personal  contract  is^  the  rent  is  not  apportion- 
able''(e). 

(e) .  lb.  579.    See, also,  Bro.  Ab.  Contract,  pi.  16;  Finch's  Law,  lib. 2, 
c.  18;  and  Moor,  116. 


March  29th.   LiLLET  and  Others  (Assignees  of  Bennett)  t;.  Barnslbt 

and  Another. 

ifA.  deliver  a     1  HIS  was  an  action  of  trover. — Pleas:  1st,  not  guilty; 

under'.lt        ^^^^7'  ^Ot  possessed. 

tract  by  the  j^  appeared  that  Bamsley,  in  company  with  one  Back- 
form  certain  ley,  Carried  on  the  business  of  an  engraver  in  ManchesteTj 
a  fixed  price,  ^^^  that  the  latter  had  taken  an  order  from  Bennett,  the 
such  ^?k*i8  bankrupt,  to  engrave  for  him  certain  rollers,  which  were 
completed,  A.  intended  to  be  used  in  the  process  of  calico-printing.    The 

countermand 

the  order,  and  price  which  was  agreed  to  be  paid  for  engraving  all  the 
chattel  from  B.,  ToUcrs  was  £33.  Before  the  work  which  was  to  be  done 
at  the  same        ^  ^jjg  rollers  had  been  completed,  Bennett  called  on  the 

time  tendering  '^  ^ 

a  sum  sufficient  defendants,  and,  after  making  some  representations  as  to 
work  actually     his  circumstances,  requested  them  to  proceed  no  further 

bre^nti*lied  to  ^^^^  ^^'  "^^  ^^^^  ^^^7  Consented,  and  the  work  was  ae- 
maintain  tro-      cordiuslv  Stopped.     Somc  time  after  this  Bennett  became 

▼er  therefor,  o  .^  rr 

without  tender,  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  applied  to  the  defendants  to 

prfce/"^"  '*^    bave  the  rollers  delivered  up  to  them.     This,  however,  the 

But,  m  such    ijefendants  refused  to  do,  unless  they  were  paid  the  whole 

a  case,  the  jury  '  j  xr 

must  estimate     gum  of  £33,  originally  agreed  upon  as  the  price  of  engrav- 

the  measure  ,  .      .  /« 

and  Taiue  of  ing  the  rollers  in  question.  The  plaintiflTs  ofltered  to  pay 
as^iniiie  con-^'   ^^^  ^^®  work  which  had  been  done,  and  they  tendered  a 

tract  had  never 
existed. 

Semble,  that,  by  the  custom  of  trade  in  Manchester  as  between  calico-printers  and  engraTers, 
the  latter  have  no  right  of  general  lien  for  balances  due  to  them  from  the  former. 
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lam  of  £10  for  that  purpose.   This  offer  was  refused ;  and         1844. 
ia  consequence  thereof,  the  present  action  was  brought.  "j];;;^ 


Watson,  for  the  defendants,  submitted  that,  inasmuch 
18  the  contract  was  to  engrave  the  rollers  for  a  specific 
lom,  the  party  who  had  possession  of  those  articles  was 
entitled  to  a  lien  thereon  for  the  amount  of  the  contract 
price;  and  that,  consequently,  the  bankrupt  had  no  right 
to  countermand  the  order  for  the  work,  or  to  get  posses- 
noQ  of  the  rollers  until  that  price  was  paid  or  tendered. 

Martin,  contra. — The  owner  of  a  chattel,  who  orders 
work  to  be  done  thereon,  has  a  right  to  countermand  that 
order.  The  real  situation  of  the  bailor  and  bailee  in  such 
a  case  is  this.  The  bailee  agrees  to  perform  certain  work 
;  for  the  bailor,  on  chattels  which  the  latter  has  delivered 
into  his  possession  for  that  purpose;  and  for  whatever 
mount  of  work  the  bailee  has  actually  done  on  those 
dattels,  he  is  entitled  to  be  paid ;  or,  if  the  price  of  such 
work  be  not  paid,  he  has  a  lien  on  the  chattels  themselves. 
H  however,  the  owner  of  the  chattels,  before  the  work  has 
Wen  done,  countermands  his  order,  this  will  not  have  the 
Act  of  giving  the  bailee  a  lien  for  the  whole  of  the  con- 
tact price.  •  The  right  of  the  owner  to  have  the  chattels 
i  undisturbed :  and  therefore,  if  he  pay  or  tender  the 
friceof  the  work  actually  done,  he  is  entitled  to  have  them 
given  up  to  him ;  although,  by  his  having  countermanded 
Reorder  for  the  work  to  be  done,  he  may  render  himself 
•Uble  to  an  action  for  the  breach  of  his  contract. 

ftoLPE,  B. — In  my  opinion,  the  law  on  this  question 
•^iids  thus.  If  one  man  enters  into  a  contract  with  an- 
other to  get  certain  work  done,  and  the  latter  agrees  to 
do  that  work  for  a  specific  sura,  but  the  party  to  whom 
Wongs  the  chattel  on  which  the  work  is  to  be  done  pre- 
^^nta  him  from  completing  such  work,  the  party  so  pre- 
^'ited  has  a  right  of  action  to  recover  any  damage  which 


Baknslbt. 
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he  may  have  sustained  by  reason  of  such  prevention ;  an^I 
he  has  also  a  right  of  lien  for  the  value  of  the  work  actual/^ 
V.  done^  as  well  as  for  any  expense  incurred  by  him  in  doin^ 

the  same.  Although^  therefore^  the  circumstances  of  thi^ 
case  might  form  a  good  ground  for  an  action^  by  the  present^ 
defendants^  to  recover  damages  for  having  been  preventeA- 
from  completing  the  work  which  they  had  agreed  to  do  on- 
the  rollers^  still  I  do  not  think  that^  in  order  to  entitle  th^ 
assignees  to  get  possession  of  those  rollers,  there  was  any^ 
necessity  for  them  to  tender  the  contract-price  of  £83. 

Watson  then  stated,  that  he  was  instructed  that^  by  th^ 
custom  of  trade  in  Manchester  between  cahco-printers  anS_ 
engravers,  the  latter  were  entitled  to  a  general  lien  on  aA^ 
goods  of  the  former  which  happened  to  be  in  their 
sion ;  and  he  further  stated,  that  he  would  be  able  to  sb 
that  the  bankrupt  owed  money  to  the  defendants  for  oth 
work  which  they  had  done  for  him.     He  then  called  tw< 
witnesses  to  prove  the  custom,  and  their  evidence  was 
follows : — 

The  first  witness  stated  that  he  was  an  engraver 
Manchester,  and  that,  upon  one  occasion,  an  order  had 
been  given  him  to  engrave  twelve  rollers,  which  were  sen* 
to  him  for  that  purpose.  All  the  rollers  were  delivered  io 
him  under  one  order.  The  person  to  whom  the  roUeifl 
belonged  subsequently  became  bankrupt,  and  the  witnetf 
claimed  to  hold  them  by  virtue  of  his  lien.  He  had  never 
exercised  the  right  on  any  other  occasion ;  and  he  stated 
that  the  right  which  he  had  so  exercised  was  what  b^ 
understood  to  be  that  of  a  general  lien.  The  other  witness 
(who  was  likewise  an  engraver  in  Manchester)  stated,  tha 
there  was  a  custom  in  their  trade  to  hold  both  for  partica 
lar  and  general  balances,  and  that  they  had  also  a  right 
sell  the  thing  retained,  in  order  to  repay  themselves.  H 
gave  three  instances  in  which  he  himself  had  exercise 
this  right ;  but  it  appeared,  on  his  being  cross-examin 
that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  using  ''  bill-heads^'' 
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rliich  it  was  stated,  that  all  goods  delivered  to  him  to  be        I844. 
engrafed  would  be  subject  to  his  right  of  general  lien. 

lEndence  was  also  given  in  order  to  prove  the  insnffi- 
cLency  of  the  sum  which  had  been  tendered  by  the  plain- 
tiffs; and  a  witness  was  called  who  stated  that  the  value 
oT  the  work  actually  done  to  the  rollers  was  14/.  10^. 

JUartin,  in  reply,  contended,  first,  that  the  defendants 
had  not  proved  their  right,  by  the  custom  of  the  trade,  to 
retain  the  goods  in  question  by  virtue  of  a  general  lien ; 
and,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  tender,  he  argued,  that 
the  valuation  of  the  defendants  was  made  on  a  wrong  esti- 
mate, inasmuch  as  the  proportion  of  work  done  should 
haTe  been  valued  according  to  the  terms  of  the  original 
contract ;  and  that,  proceeding  on  this  principle,  it  would 
be  foimd  that  the  sum  of  £10,  which  had  been  tendered^ 
was  tufficient  to  compensate  for  what  had  been  done  to 
Hie  rollers. 

BoLFE^  B.,  to  the  jury. — The  defendants  say,  that  they 
W  a  right  to  retain  these  goods,  not  only  for  the  value  of 
ie  work  done  on  them,  but  likewise  for  their  general 
hhnce.  Now,  particular  liens  are  well  established ;  but, 
^  the  exception  of  bankers  and  factors,  I  am  not  aware 
rfiny  instances  in  which,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  or 
faiplied  agreement  to  that  effect,  the  law  allows  a  general 
Iwn.  Here,  however,  the  evidence  is  so  excessively  loose, 
ft>t  we  cannot  conclude  from  it  that  any  such  agreement 
ttirted  between  Bennett  and  the  defendants.  The  evi- 
teice  of  the  first  witness,  who  was  called  to  prove  the 
cwtom,  amounts,  when  explained  by  himself,  to  nothing 
H^c  evidence  of  a  general  lien ;  and  from  the  evidence  of 
^  second  witness  it  is  clear,  that  he  claimed  the  right 
^  general  lien,  not  by  virtue  of  any  custom  of  trade,  but 
V  reason  of  a  special  contract  which  was  entered  into  by 
"^  in  each  individual  case.  As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
^^er,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  original  contract,  having 
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been  repudiated  by  the  bankrupts,  is  now  at  an  end  for  all 
purposes ;  and  that  you  must,  therefore,  judge  of  the  mea- 
sure and  value  of  the  work  done,  as  if  there  had  been  no 

contract  at  all. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 


Martin  and  Greene,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
fV,  H.  Watson,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomies — J,  A,  Jesse^  and  Harrop  ^  Ferns,"] 


April  1st. 

Where  three 
arbitrators  were 
appointed,  with 
power  to  any 
two  of  them  to 
make  their 
award,  and  the 
award  was 
afterwards 
made  as  the 
award  of  the 
three,  but  it 
was  executed 
by  two  only : — 
Held,  that  the 
power  was  well 
executed. 


White  v.  Sharp. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  award,  and  the  facts 
of  the  case  were  as  follow : — 

The  plaintiff  had  been  the  master  of  a  ship  of  which  the 
defendant  was  the  owner.  The  ship,  on  her  homeward 
voyage,  had  touched^  at  St.  Helena;  and,  at  the  time  of 
her  arrival  there,  there  happened  to  be  on  the  island  one 
M.,  who,  with  his  wife,  children,  and  servants,  had,  some 
time  previously,  been  shipwrecked,  and  had  lost  their  all. 
It  further  appeared  that  the  governor  of  the  island  had 
directed  the  plaintiff  to  take  M.  and  his  family  on  board, 
in  order  to  convey  them  to  England;  that  the  plaintiff  had 
accordingly  done  so ;  and  that  the  Admiralty  had  paid  him, 
by  way  of  passage-money  for  M.  and  his  family,  the  allow- 
ance usually  made  in  such  cases,  namely,  one  shilling  and 
sixpence  per  day  per  head.  When  the  plaintiff  arrived  in 
England,  and  came  to  settle  with  the  defendant,  the  latter 
demanded  to  deduct  from  the  monies  which  were  coming 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  £220,  as  for  the  passage-money 
in  question.  To  this,  however,  the  plaintiff  objected,  of- 
fering, at  the  same  time,  to  deduct  the  sum  received  by 
him  from  the  Admiralty,  but  refusing  to  make  any  further 
deduction.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  and 


V. 

Sharp. 
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defendant  agreed  to  refer  the  matter  to  arbitration ;  and         1844. 

a  submission  was  accordingly  proposed^  whereby  three  ^wI,itb 
arbitrators  were  appointed,  with  power  to  any  two  of  them 
to  make  their  award  in  writing  with  reference  to  the  mat- 
ters in  dispute  between  the  parties.  Under  this  submis- 
lian  the  arbitrators  met;  and,  ultimately,  two  of  them 
agreed  to  make  their  award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
whilst  the  third  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant's  claim 
iLonld  be  allowed.  The  award  was  accordingly  drawn  up 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  so  drawn  up  as  being  the  award 
of  all  the  three.  In  fact,  however,  it  was  executed  by  two 
of  tlie  arbitrators  only. 

Cowling,  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained,  inasmuch  as  the  award  was  void. 
He  contended  that  the  award  was  not  a  good  execution  of 
the  power.     This  had  been  decided  in  the  case  of  ITiomas 
Y.  Harrop  (a).     In  that  case  it  had  been  provided,  by  an 
agreement  of  reference,  that  the  award  should  be  made  by 
four  persons,  or  any  three  of  them.     An  award  was  pre- 
pared, purporting  to  be  the  award  of  the  four  referees,  but 
itwas  executed  by  three  of  them  only;  and  the  Vice-Chan- 
•dlor  (Sir  J,  Leach)  held,  that  this  was  no  good  award ; 
tliat  it  was  not  the  award  of  the  four  referees,  because  it 
•as  signed  by  three  of  them  only ;  and  that  it  was  not  a 
good  award  of  those  three,  because  it  professed  to  be  the 
•Ward  of  all  the  four.     So  in  the  present  case ;  had  the 
award  on  the  face  of  it  appeared  to  have  been  the  award 
rf  the  two  only  by  whom  it  had  been  executed,  it  would 
'^ve  been  a  good  award ;  but  professing,  as  it  did,  to  be 
^he  award  of  three,  whilst  at  the  same  time  it  had  been 
^ecuted  by  two  only,  it  was  void. 

£oLF£,  B.,  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  524. 
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plaintiff^  at  the  same  time  giving  the  defendant  leave  ta 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

JV.  H.  Watson  and  Crompton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cowling,  for  the  defendant. 
[Attomies — Lowndes,  Rohinsotiy  ^  Bateson,  and  J.  0.  WaUotuI 


Cowling y  in  the  next  term^  moved  accordingly;  bnt  tlie 
Court  {b)  refused  a  rule. 

(6)  Of  Exchequer. 


April  2nd, 


Fletcher  and  Another  (Assignees  of  Chappe)  v. 

Manning  and  Another. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  aii 
account  stated. 

Pleas.  1st,  non  assumpserunt ;  2nd,  that  the  plaintiffii 
were  not  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
said  Chappe,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration 
alleged.     Issue  thereon. 

Tlie  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follow: — The  bankrupt 
Chappe  had  been  a  manufacturer  in  Manchester,  and  had 
employed  one  Buxton  as  his  agent  in  London.  Buxtoa 
had,  at  the  request  of  Chappe,  become  guarantee  for  him 
to  the  amount  of  upwards  of  £4669 ;  and  in  order  to  se- 


Where  a  pe- 
titioning-credi- 
tor*8  debt  con- 
sists of  a  certain 
principal  sum 
and  interest, 
but,  by  reason 
of  its  insuffi- 
ciency, another 
debt  is  substi- 
tuted for  it 
under  the  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
8. 18,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  consti- 
tute such  second 
debt  a  debt 
"  not  anterior** 
to  the  former, 

that  the  princi-   curc  this  sum  the  latter  had,  on  the  27th  September,  183fc 

pal  sum  was 

due  before  the 

accruing  of  the  substituted  debt,  although  the  interest  thereon  may  have  been  accruing  up  to 

a  period  subsequent  thereto. 

The  proof  of  a  petitioning-creditor's  debt  may  be  received  in  evidence,  without  Its  having 
been  inrolled,  provided  the  handwriting  of  the  pctitioning-credilor  be  proved,  and  the  deposition 
be  produced  from  the  original  proceedings  under  the  fiat. 

Where  a  mill,  and  the  machinery  therein,  had  been  mortgaged,  and  the  mortgagor  contiDOC^ 
in  possession  until  the  lime  of  his  bankruptcy  : — Held,  that  the  machinery  was  not  in  the  orAet 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  acts. 

SembUt  that  where  a  creditor  proves  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  for  a  debt  due  on  bil^*  ^ 
exchange  of  which  the  bankrupt  is  the  drawer,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  aver  in  his 
tion  that  the  bills  were  duly  presented,  and  that  notice  of  their  dishonour  was  given  to 
bankrupt. 


Mammimo. 
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giyen  him  a  warrant-of-attomey  directed  to  the  defend*         ig44. 
ants,  whereby  they  were  authorized  to  enter  up  judgment      ^""^^ 
And  sue  out  execution  for  the  sum  of  £11^000.    Default  v. 

baring  been  made  by  Chappe,  execution  was  afterwards 
iisaed  accordingly;  and  on  the  10th  of  February,  1840, 
the  sheriff  entered  thereunder  and  seized  the  whole  of  his 
property.  Before  the  sale,  however,  to  wit,  on  the  llth  of 
February,  1840,  Chapp^  executed  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors;  and  on  the  12th  of  that  month  a 
fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  him, — ^the  execution  of 
inch  assignment  being  the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the 
uid  fiat  was  founded.  Notice  of  Chappe^s  bankruptcy  was 
forthwith  given  to  the  sheriff,  but  the  defendants  (to  whom 
it  appeared  that  Buxton  had,  on  the  16th  of  January,  1840, 
ttsigned  the  securities  held  by  him  of  Chappe,  and  who 
were,  in  fact,  the  parties  really  interested  under  the  warrant- 
of*attomey)  insisted  on  his  proceeding  to  a  sale,  and  at  the 
ttme  time  agreed  to  give  him  an  indemnity.  Chappe^s 
property,  which  consisted  partly  of  household  furniture  and 
pods  in  the  process  of  manufacture,  and  partly  of  machin- 
tty,was  accordingly  sold  under  the  execution,  and  the  pro- 
•eds  of  the  sale,  which  amounted,  after  payment  of  ex- 
lases,  to  £2156,  were  remitted  to  the  defendants.  The 
Jttsent  action  was  brought  by  the  assignees  of  Chappe,  to 
WcoYcr  this  sum  as  money  had  and  received  to  their  use. 

In  order  to  shew,  under  the  issue  raised  by  the  second 

plea,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and 

effects  of  Chappe,  proof  was  given  of  the  trading  and  act  of 

wmkruptcy;  and  the  following  evidence  was  then  given  in 

order  to  prove  the  petitioning-creditor's  debt: — it  appeared 

^at  the  fiat  against  Chappe  had  been  originally  sued  out 

^  the  petition  of  one  John  Fletcher.     The  debt  due  from 

^e  bankrupt  to  him  had  accrued  due  on  the  31st  of  De- 

®^iXiber,  1829,  and  it  amounted  at  that  time  to  the  sum  of 

^20/.  8^.  Ud.     Before  the  31st  of  December,  1835,  how- 

®^^r,  this  debt  had  been  reduced  to  the  sum  of  95/.  16^.; 

^^d  firom  that  time  until  the  31st  December,  1839,  when 

^^^  account  was  closed,  interest  had  been  charged  annually 
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1844.         on  this  balance ;  so  that^  at  that  time^  the  sum  alleged  to 
,^     *     '      be  due  to  Fletcher  was  105/.  7«.     On  petitioning  for  tlie 
V.  fiat  against  Chappe,  this  last  sum  was  sworn  to  by  Fletcher, 

as  for  the  petitioning-creditor's  debt.    It  appeared,  how- 
ever^ that,  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  some  doubt 
arose  as  to  the  right  of  Fletcher  to  charge  interest  on  tlie 
balance  of  95/.  16^.^  in  the  manner  above  stated;  and  the 
consequence  was^  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  was  applied  to, 
under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  18^  and  an  order  obtained 
from  him,  to  substitute  the  debt  of  Messrs.  Jones,  Lloyd, 
&  Co.,  bankers^  for  that  of  Fletcher,  as  the  petitioning-cre- 
ditor's  debt  on  which  the  fiat  should  be  proceeded  in.    At 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Chapp^,  a  considerable  bi- 
lance  was  due  from  him  to  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co. ;  and  it 
appeared^  that^  as  security  for  that  balance,  they  held  two 
bills  of  exchange ;  one  of  which  was  drawn  by  Chapp^  on    . 
Buxton,  and  the  other  on  a  person  named  Hudson;  and   ; 
also  three  promissory  notes,  which  were  drawn  on  the25tli    | 
September,  1838,  by  Chappfe,  in  favour  of  Jones,  Lloyd,  k 
Co.,  payable  respectively,  at  18,  24,  and  30  months  after 
date.     With  reference  to  the  bills  of  exchange  drawn  OB   ^ 
Buxton  and  Hudson,  the  deposition  of  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Coi  g 
did  not  contain  any  averment,  that  those  bills  had  beet  .j 
presented  for  payment,  or  that  notice  of  their  dishonour  | 
had  been  given  to  Chappe.  iJ 

The  first  objection  taken  on  the  part  of  the  defendantl^ 
was  to  the  admissibility  of  the  proof  of  John  Fletcber'e  ^ 
debt.   A  witness  was  called,  who  produced  the  proceedingi  ^ 
under  the  fiat  against  Chappe ;  and  it  was  then  proposed  to 
read  Fletcher's  deposition. 

Hoggins  objected  to  this,  on  the  ground  that  the  depod- 
tion  could  not  be  admitted,  unless  it  had  been  previoiubjr 
inroUed ;  and  he  referred  to  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c. 
114,  s.  9  (a). 


(a)  Which  enacts : — "  That  upon      signment,  appointment  <rf        ^ 
the  production  in  evidence  of  any      ees,  certificate,  deposition,  or  other 
•ommistion,  fiat,  adjudication,  as-      proceeding  in  bankruptcy,  purpoit- 
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KROwks,  oontrky  argued,  that  it  would  be  sufficient  for 
DB  to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  John  Fletcher  to  the  de-     j^^tchbr 
pntiDD^  as  petitioning-creditor ;  and  to  shew  that  the  wit-  «^* 

produced  such  deposition  from  the  original  proceed- 


■p  wider  the  fiat. 
On  this  evidence  being  given, 

BoLFs,  B.,  admitted  the  document. 

Hoggins  and  RoUnson  then  contended,  that  the  plaintiffs 
■■k  be  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as  they  had  failed  to  prove  a 
IDOdpetitioning-creditor's  debt.  With  reference  to  the  bills 
rfdchange  drawn  by  Chappe  on  Buxton  and  Hudson,  they 
Ahmtted,  that,  inasmuch  as  Chappe  would  not  have  been 
idile  on  those  bills  until  after  presentment  and  due  notice 
fi  cHihonour,  so  it  was  incumbent  on  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co. 
bbfe  averred  in  their  deposition,  that  such  presentment 
Ml>een  made  and  such  notice  of  dishonour  given;  and 
kkjf  contended,  that,  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  such  aver- 
PMrt^  the  proof  of  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co.,  as  to  those  bills, 
AMnot,  J9er  ge,  a  sufficient  proof  of  any  debt  on  the  face  of 
Then,  as  to  the  promissory  notes,  they  contended,  that 
was  equally  unavailable,  because  it  did  not  come 
ithe  terms  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  18.  The  words 
UttA  section  were,  that,  in  the  event  of  the  petitioning- 
Mfar's  debt  being  *'  found  insufficient  to  support  a  com- 
iUte,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Lord  Chancellor,  upon 
|i  i^lication  of  any  other  creditor  or  creditors,  having 
jtoied  any  debt  or  debts  sufficient  to  support  a  commis- 
ituk^fromded  such  debt  or  debts  has  or  have  been  incurred 
If  mUerior  to  the  debt  or  debts  of  the  petitioning-creditor  or 
fttiors,  to  order  the  said  commission  to  be  proceeded  in; 
id  it  shall,  by  such  order,  be  deemed  valid."     Was,  then, 

f  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  ceived    as    evidence  of  such  do- 

I  Slid  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  cuments  respectively,  and  of  the 

any  writing  purporting  to  be  same  having  been  so  entered  of 

BOpj  of   any  such   document,  record  as  aforesaid,  without  any 

{  purporting   to  be  sealed  as  further  proof  thereof." 
nriafil^  the  nme  shall  be  re- 

rOL.  I.  A  A  N.  P. 
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1844.  the  debt  of  Jones^  Lloyd,  &  Co.^  in  respect  of  these  promii- 
Flktcher  ®^^y  iJ'otes,  a  debt  *'  not  anterior  *'  to  the  debt  of  Job 
^    ••  Fletcher,  the  petitioning-creditor?   They  submitted  tlnftit 

was  not.  The  last  balance  of  account  between  John  flit- 
cher  and  Chapp^  was  on  the  31st  December^  1839;  andM 
the  other  side  did  not  rely  on  the  balance  of  95/.  16#.,  wkkk  , 
was  shewn  to  have  been  due  before  that  time,  but  on  tfat 
balance  together  with  interest  up  to  the  time  the  aocoot 
was  closed,  namely  on  the  31st  December,  1839,  that  va 
the  date  at  which  the  debt  of  John  Fletcher  as  petitiookf' 
creditor  must  be  taken  to  have  come  into  existence.  Battli 
promissory  notes  on  which  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  (To.  proved  Ml 
dated  on  the  25th  September,  1838;  and  as  those  natal 
formed  a  good  subject  for  a  petitioning-creditcNr's  iM\ 
from  that  date,  it  was  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  had  ait; 
shewn  a  debt  existing  in  respect  of  those  notes  which 
'*  not  anterior''  to  the  debt  of  John  Fletcher. 

Knowles  and  Crompton,  contrk,  contended  that  the 
of  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co.  was  sufficient ;  and  that,  eveaif ^ 
were  not  so,  the  fiat  could  still  be  supported,  becanM^ 
the  shewing  of  the  other  side,  more  than  £100  had 
due  to  John  Fletcher  at  the  time  of  Chappe^s  ban] 

RoLFE,  B. — In  my  opinion  the  plaintiffs  have  prw 
that  they  were  bound  to  prove.  The  petitioning- 
debt  in  this  case  consisted  of  the  principal  sum  of  95A 
together  with  a  sum  for  interest,  which  brought  the 
up  to  something  above  £100.  On  investigation,  h< 
a  portion  of  this  sum  turned  out  not  to  be  a  good  sul 
a  petitioning-creditor's  debt;  in  other  words,  the  real  Ml 
due  to  John  Fletcher  must  be  taken  to  have  been  tiH 
principal  sum  of  95/.  16^.  only.  But  this  sum  was  doe  ti 
far  back  as  the  year  1829,  long  anterior  to  the  debt  m 
which  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co.  have  proved.  It  is  not  becana 
the  petitioning-creditor  endeavours  to  tack  on  interest  t 
this  sum,  that  therefore  the  debt  itself  ceases  to  be  anti 
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lior.    Indeed^  if  that  were  so^  the  18th  section  of  the  6         1844. 
Geo.  4,  c.  16,  would  be  nugatory ;  for  in  every  case  in      YhwrcuER 
vUcfa  the  creditor  holds  a  bill  of  exchange  for  his  debt,  or  v- 

kai  given  notice  in  writing  claiming  interest  to  be  paid 
ftoreon,  such  interest  must  accrue  de  die  in  diem  up  to  the 
tBM  of  issuing  the  fiat :  and  therefore,  to  talk  of  a  debt 
lUch  is  not  to  be  anterior  to  the  petitioning-creditor's 
U^  would  in  such  cases  be  to  talk  about  that  which 
odd  never  exist.  It  appears  to  me,  then,  that  the  peti- 
■ibuDg-creditor's  debt  in  this  case  was  ascertained  to  be 
)At  principal  sum  of  95/.  IQs. ;  and  this  debt,  it  is  clear, 
«iitedin  1829;  so  that  the  debt  of  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co., 
vUeh  has  been  substituted  for  it,  is  a  debt ''  not  anterior '^ 
Aereto  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  As  to  the 
iiher  point,  namely,  the  suggestion  that  Jones,  Lloyd,  & 
fOft.  ought  to  have  shewn,  on  the  face  of  their  proof,  a  due 
jnientment  and  notice  of  dishonour  of  the  bills  of  ex« 
klttnge,  I  think  there  is  nothing  in  that.  In  my  opinion, 
bre,  neither  of  the  grounds  taken  by  the  defendants 
liudntainable.  I  will  reserve  to  them,  however,  liberty 
Move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

^«^B  appeared  further,  that,  on  the  27th  September,  1839, 
llfpe  had  assigned  to  one  A.  F.  all  his  interest  in  the 

factory  at  Manchester,  including  the  machinery  con- 
therein,  subject  to  a  previous  mortgage  thereof  to 

Balcarras ;  and  it  had  been  argued  by 

;  Mkowles,  that  the  jury,  in  the  event  of  their  finding  for 
plaintiffs,  must  assess  the  value  of  such  machinery  as 
fnrt  of  the  damages,  because,  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
jnftcy,  it  had  been  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
btnkropt  (6). 

BoLPE,  B.,  however,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury,  that, 
f  the  machinery  which  was  seized  in  February  was  the 

(b)  See  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  72. 
A  A  2 
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same  as  that  which  had  been  assigned  in  September,  the 
bankrupts  had  no  title  to  it ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  (nlf 
question  for  them  was, — ^was  it,  in  fact,  the  same  madii- 
nery,  or  not  (c)  ? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  £968, 
with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit, or  to  increase  the  damages. 

Knowles  and  Crompion,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Hoggins  and  Robinsofiy  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies-— /Ti^foit  ^  Son,  and  Manning.'] 


In  the  next  term,  (19th  of  April,  1844),  Hoggins  moved 
accordingly :  first,  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  debt  of  John  Fletcher  was  a  debt  ''not  anterior ''  to 
that  of  Jones,  Lloyd,  &  Co.  within  the  meaning  of  the  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  18 ;  and,  secondly,  to  increase  the  damagei. 
The  Court  {d),  however,  refused  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit ;  and^ 
with  respect  to  the  question  of  damages,  the  cause  wn 
ultimately  agreed  to  be  referred  to  the  Master. 

(e)  See  as  to  this  point  the  cases  1  Mon.  &  Ayr.  494 ;  HtMard  v. 

of  Ex  parte  Reynal,  2  Mon.,  Dea.,  Bagahaw,  4  Sim.  326. 
&  D.  443  ;   Ex  parte  Wilson,  2  (d)  Of  Exchequer. 

Mon.  &  Ayr.  61 ;  Ex  parte  Lloyd, 


AprU  3rd. 

A  written 
notice  of  de- 
mand, to  de- 


Atkin  and  Others  v.  Slater  and  others. 

Trover  for  deeds.— Plea,  not  guilty. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  the 
Uver  up  certain  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  against  the  defendant  Slater  soA 

lenred  on  three 

defendants  at  different  times  and  places : — Held,  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  fhmi  the  *''*TJ' 
of  the  evidence,  whether  the  defendants  had  not  previously  agreed  to  act  in  such  a  mannsr»  *i*'' 
reference  to  the  deeds  in  question,  as  to  render  their  refusal,  dthough  separately  given,  e^nkf^^ 
of  a  joint  conversion. 

On  one  of  the  defendants  being  served  with  notice  of  demand,  he  merely  said,  "  tbst  ^^ 
would  consult  his  attorney :" — Held,  that  this  expression,  coupled  with  his  sabseqoeot  oooda^ 
in  not  giving  up  the  deeds,  amounted  to  evidence  of  a  conversion. 


j 
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tio  others,  who  claimed  a  right  to  retain  the  deeds  in  ques- 
tkn,  hy  mtae  of  a  mortgage  from  the  bankrupt ;  and  the 
JMaration  charged  the  three  defendants  with  a  joint  con- 
venion.  In  order  to  prove  such  a  conversion,  the  plaintiffs 
p?e  eridence  to  shew,  that  a  written  notice  of  demand 
kd  been  served  by  one  P.  on  the  three  defendants  re- 
ipectively.  It  appeared,  however,  that  the  said  notice  had 
Bot  been  served  on  the  defendants  at  the  same  time ;  but 
ibt,  on  the  contrary,  such  service  had  been  effected  at  dif- 
ferent times  and  in  different  places. 

Knowles,  for  the  defendants,  submitted  that  this  was 
DO  evidence  of  a  joint  conversion ;  and  that,  therefore,  the 
fUntiffs  must  elect  against  which  defendant  to  proceed. 

Boms,  B.,  however,  thought  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to 

.Mjr,  whether  it  was  not  apparent,  from  the  whole  of  the 

nidenoe,  that  the  three  defendants  had,  previously  to  the 

of  the  notice,  come  to  an  agreement  to  act  in  such 

mer,  with  reference  to  the  deeds  in  question,  as  to 

their  refusal,  although  separately  given,  sufficient 

Meace  of  a  joint  conversion. 

.  Ae  evidence  against  the  defendant  Slater  was,  that, 
rtea  the  demand  was  made,  he  said  ''  that  he  would  con- 
Mh  his  attorney  ;^^  and 

Snowies  contended  that  this  was  not  such  a  refusal  as  to 
ttkoont  to  evidence  of  a  conversion  on  his  part :  but 

BoLFs,  B.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  expression  used  by 
Sito  on  his  being  served  with  the  notice  of  demand, 
••Bidy,  "that  he  would  consult  his  attorney,*'  must  be 
*^^mded  with  his  subsequent  conduct  in  not  giving  up  the 
^^\  and  that  the  two  taken  together  did  amount  to 
•••^ce  of  a  conversion  by  him. 
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The  principal  question  in  the  canse^  however,  turned  on 

the  validity  of  the  mortgage;   and  on  that  point  dun 

was  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Baines  and  Robinson,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Knowles  and  Crompion,  for  the  defendants. 

[Altornies — Higson  4*  Son^  and  Peacock."] 


April  6th.  Alderson  V.  T.  Waistbll  and  H.  Waistell. 

An  assault  IRESPASS  for  an  assault.— Pleas,  1st,  by  the  deJeni- 

made  by  a  man 

in  defence  of      ant  T.  W.,  not  guilty ;  2nd,  that  the  plaintiff  first  «> 

jusUfiabie?^  "    saultcd  him  the  said  T.  W,,  and  that  he  made  the  amrit 

Where  A.       complained  of  in  self-defence  :  3rd,  that  the  defendant  t 

threw  a  stick,  '^  '  ' 

which  struck  W.  was  posscssed  of  Certain  sheep,  which  the  plaintiff  wtt 

it  did  not  ap.  a  strong  hand  attempted  to  take  and  seize,  and  did  tda 

purpose  the*  ^^^  seize,  and  convert  to  his  own  use,  without  the  tam 

stick  ^*«  and  license  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  defendant,  tfl 

that  it  was  fair  that  the  defendant  assaulted  the  plaintiff  in  endeavouii 

the  stick  was  to  protect  the  said  sheep ;  4th,  by  the  defendant  H.  W« 

thrown  for  a  ^        -j. 

proper  purpose,  &»***v 

and  that  the  The  circumstances  which  gave  rise  to  the  alleged  asitf 

striking  of  the  ^  ,      ,  ^  - 

plaintiff  was  an    Were  the  following  : — The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  T. 

W.  were  both  in  the  habit  of  pasturing  their  sheep  on  i 
certain  common ;  and,  for  the  convenience  of  foddeittl 
such  sheep,  they  had  each  erected  "  bields  '^  on  the  coift' 
mon,  towards  which  "  bields "  they  were  driving  thi 
sheep  at  the  time  the  assault  complained  of  was  mai^ 
The  plaintiff  had  two  "  bields,'*  of  one  of  which  the  dc 
fendant  T.  W.,  for  some  cause  which  did  not  appear,  W^ 
desirous  to  get  possession :  and  it  appeared,  that,  in  ord 
that  he  might  do  so,  he  drove  his  sheep  amongst  tho89 
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the  plaintiff.  The  latter  endeavoured  to  separate  his 
iheep  from  those  of  T.  W. ;  and  it  was  proved^  that^  whilst 
he  was  thus  engaged^  T.  W.  assaulted  him.  The  eTidence 
ipinst  the  defendant  H.  W.^  who  was  the  son  of  T.  W., 
was,  that^  whilst  the  sheep  were  intermingled^  he  threw  a 
itick  which  struck  the  plaintiff.  But  it  did  not  appear 
that  he  threw  the  stick  with  the  intention  of  striking  the 
pUntiff. 


859 

1844. 
Aldbbson 

9. 

Waistbll. 


BoLFE^  B.^  in  summing  up,  observed : — If  you  are  satis- 
fied that  the  defendant  T.  W.  has  made  out  either  of  his 
pleas,  he  will  be  entitled  to  your  verdict;  because^  if  the 
hkw  complained  of  was  really  and  bond  fide  struck  in 
flricr  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  getting  away  the  de- 
faiidant^s  sheep,  that  is  a  sufficient  justification.  With 
aference  to  the  younger  defendant,  H.  W.,  the  only  evi- 
ience  is,  that  he  threw  a  stick,  which  stick  struck  the 
pkmtiff.  But  this  is  not  sufficient,  of  itself,  to  constitute 
li assault;  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  appear  for  what  pur- 
,|Me  the  stick  was  so  thrown,  and  it  is  therefore  fair  to 
ide,  that  it  was  in  fact  thrown  for  a  proper  purpose, 
mithat  the  striking  of  the  plaintiff  was  merely  an  acci- 
4lil(a). 

•  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first,  second,  and 
Aird  pleas ;  and  for  the  defendant  H.  W.  on  the  fourth. 

EMawle$  and  Cowling,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Jhoidaa  and  BllsSy  for  the  defendants. 

[Attorniea — Jackson  ^  //.,  and  Simpson.'] 


(a)  It  is  the  quo  animo  which 
•"^•titutes  an  assault.  See  per 
^i  B.,   Griffln  v.  Parsons,  1 


Sel.  N.  P.,  28,  (in  notis) ;  and  Bui. 
N.  P.  15. 
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AprUQth. 

A  policy  of 
insurance  was 
effected  on 
goods  at  and 
from  L.  to 
▼arious  places 


goods  Kad  been  transhipped  by  the  plaintiffs  on  board  a 
vessel  called  the  James  Lang^  which  vessel  was  onsea- 
worthy^  and  that  thereby  they  were  lost;  and^  4th4  noil 
assnmpseruni.  Issues  were  joined  on  these  pleas  respect- 
ively. 

It  appeared  that  the  goods^  in  respect  of  the  loss  of 
which  the  plaintiffs  claimed^  had  been  shipped^  in  the 
month  of  October^  1840^  on  board  a  ship  called  the 
Penangy  which  was  then  loading  at  Liverpool  for  China, 


Oliverson  and  Another  v.  Briohtman  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  goods  valued  at  £5000^  and  the  declaration  averred  a 
total  loss.  There  were  also  the  common  counts.  The 
pleas  were^  Ist^  a  denial  of  the  loss;  2nd^  that,  before  the 
amongst  others,  loss  happened,  the  goods  in  question  were  finally  dis- 
leave  forthl'***  charged  at  their  port  of  destination ;  3rd,  that  the  said 

ship  named  in 
the  policy,  or 
any  other  ship 
on  board  which 
the  interest 
might  be  tran- 
shipped, to 
touch  at  various 
ports,  amongst 
others,  Hong- 
kong, "  or  re- 
main at  the 
same  until  it  is 
deemed  expe- 
dient to  pro- 
port  or  place  of  The  policy  of  insurance  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
and  the^risk  ^^  effected  in  the  following  terms ;  namely,  "  at  and  firom 
was  to  continue  Liverpool  to  Lintin,  and  for  Hong-Kong,  and  for  Tongkoo^ 

and  for  Macao,  and  for  Whampoa,  and  for  Canton,  or  all 
or  any  other  port  or  ports,  place  or  places  in  China,  the 
East  Indies,  or  the  Indian  and  China  seas,  the  Gulph  of 
Siam,  or  seas  adjacent ;  and  particularly  Manilla  and  Sii- 
capore,  backwards  and  forwards  twice,  or  oftener,  in  aif 
rotation ;  with  leave  to  tranship  or  reship  the  interest  in- 
sured by  this  policy  on  board  the  same  or  any  other  venel 
or  vessels,  at  or  off  Sincapore,  Manilla,  Macao,  LintiOi 
Whampoa,  or  elsewhere  in  the  Canton  river,  or  on  the 
tte"c?n8ignecs,    ^oast  of  China,  or  in  the  China  seas  or  the  Gulph  of  Siam, 
in  consequence,  qj.  gg^s  adjacent,  all  or  any ;  and  for  Canton,  Manilla,  Sin- 
ship  to  be 
taken  to  Hong- 
Kong,  at  which  place  the  goods  were  to  be  transhipped  on  board  the  J.  L.,  in  order,  aitb^ 
alleged,  to  have  them  examined.     Whilst  the  transhipment  was  proceeding,  the  J.  L«  ^^ 
driven  ashore  by  a  storm,  and  the  goods  lost : — Held^  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  thst  tbe 
mere  fact  of  the  vessel  named  in  the  policy  having  been  unable  to  proceed  to  Canton  on  accooi^' 
of  the  hostilities  did  not,  under  this  policy,  make  Hong-  Kong  the  final  port  of  destinstx^ 
so  as  to  determine  the  risk  ;  but  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  consignees,  wb<B 
they  transhipped  the  goods,  intended  to  make  it  so. 


goods  are  ar- 
rived at  their 
final  port  of 
destination." 
When  the  ship 
arrived  at  Ma- 
cao hostilities 
were  going  on 
at  Canton,  so 
that  she  could 
not  go  thither. 
In  the  course 
of  the  voyage 
the  goods  had 
received  some 


Briobtman. 
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eapore,  or  any  other  of  the  ports  or  places  aforesaid ;  and 

▼ith  leave  for  the  ship  named  in  this  policy^  or  any  other 

lessel  or  vessels  on  board  which  the  interest  may  have  v. 

been  transhipped,  as  above  mentioned,  to  proceed  from 

s&7port  or  ports,  place  or  places  in  China,  the  China  seas^ 

or  fleas  adjacent,  (particularly  the  before-mentioned  places), 

to  tny  other  ports  or  places  in  China,  the  East  Indies,  or 

llie  Indian  and  China  seas,  or  seas  adjacent,  and  discharge 

tke  goods  at  all  or  any  of  the  said  places,  or  remain  at  the 

Mie  until  it  is  deemed  expedient  to  proceed  to  the  port  or 

fbiee  qf  discharge ;  and  with  leave  to  call,  touch,  stay,  and 

trade,  discharge,  take  in,  and  exchange  goods,  freights, 

ipecie,  and  passengers  at  all  and  any  ports  and  places 

(CQ8t(»nary  or  not  customary)  on  this  side,  at  and  beyond 

tiie  Cape  of  Good  Hope ;  and  continuing  the  risk  by  land 

^or  by  water  untU  the  goods  are  arrived  at  their  Jinal port 

^destination^  and  including  all  risk  of  boats  and  craft, 

•nd  of  transhipment  from  vessel  to  vessel,  as  above  mcn- 

tbned.^' 

;       The  Penang  set  sail  for  China  on  the  1st  of  November, 

t    1840;  but,  at  that  time,  her  port  of  destination  was  un- 

f    Main,  because  this  country  and  China  were  then  at  war. 

r    fey  thing  went  on  well  until  she  arrived  off  the  Cape  of 

flood  Hope;  but  at  this  period  of  her  voyage  she  was 

Kodi  damaged  by  a  storm,  and  the  water  having  got 

into  the  hold,  her  cargo  was  considerably  injured.     On 

Ae  13th  of  April  she  arrived  at  Sincapore ;  and  the  cap- 

Wn,  being   desirous  to  complete  his  voyage  as  quickly 

M  possible,  had  the  ship  immediately  put  under  repair. 

Thia  occupied  until  the  8th  of  June,  and  on  that  day 

^  Penang  sailed  for  Macao.     Whilst  the  ship  was  lying 

*t  Sincapore,  the  captain  did  not  examine  the  cargo,  be- 

^^  he  could  not  have  done  so  without  breaking  bulk, 

^Mch  he  wished  to  avoid  doing;  but  he  communicated 

^h  the  consignees  of  the  cargo  in  China,  and  informed 

^*^iu  of  tlie  facts  mentioned  above.     On  the  22nd  of 

^e,  the  Penang  reached  Macao.     Her  cargo,  however, 
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1844.        could  not  be  landed  there^  on  account  of  the  hostilities 
' — '^"'^      which  then  existed  between  the  English  and  the  Chinese ; 

Olitsrson 

V.  and  accordingly  she  was   dispatched  to  Hong-Kong,  in 

RiGHTMAN.    qj^^j,^  j^  ^^  plaiutiflfs  alleged,  that  the  cargo  might  be 

examined.     This  was  done  by  the  order  of  Bum,  one  of 
the  consignees,  who  was  at  Macao  at  the  time.   Before  the 
Penang  sailed  for  Hong-Kong,  the  consignees  chartered  a 
ship  called  the  James  Lang,  which  they  intended  to  dis- 
patch with  her;  and  they  stated  their  object  in  doing  so 
to  have  been   as  follows.     At  the  time  above  specified 
there  were  no  warehouses  at  Hong-Kong;  and  the  con- 
signees  intended,  that,  when  the  ships  arrived  at  that  place, 
the  cargo  of  the  Penang  should  be  transhipped  into  the 
James  Lang ;  first,  in  order  that  it  might  be  thoroughly 
examined,  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  the  extent  of 
damage  it  had  sustained  in  the  course  of  the  voyage ;  and^ 
secondly,  in  order  that  it  might  be  in  a  place  of  safety 
until  a  warehouse,  either  temporary  or  otherwise,  could  be 
provided  for  it  at  Hong-Kong,  or  until  the  goods  could  be 
sent  on  to  Canton,  or  some  other  market  which  might  be 
opened  in  China.   They  further  stated,  that,  from  the  posi- 
tion of  affairs  at  the  time,  it  was  impossible  for  them  to 
make  any  arrangement  as  to  the  final  place  of  destination 
for  the  cargo ;  that  the  James  Lang  was  not  what  is  com* 
monly  called  "  a  receiving  ship  ;^'  and  that  Hong-Koqf 
was  never  intended  by  them  as  the  final  place  of  depoot 
for  the  goods,  for  the  purpose  of  sale.   In  pursuance  of  ths 
above  arrangement,  the  two  vessels  sailed  for  Hong-Konj^; 
and,  on  their  arrival  at  that  port,  they  were  anchored 
alongside  one  another,  and  the  transhipment  of  the  cargo 
was  forthwith  commenced.   By  the  21st  of  July,  the  whde 
of  the  cargo,  except  about  200  bales,  had  been  transhipped^ 
but  on  that  day  a  typhoon  came  on,  which  made  it  neceft* 
sary  to  anchor  the  James  Lang  at  some  distance  off, 
order  that  she  might  ride  clear  of  the  Penang ;  and, 
long  afterwards,  the  storm  increased  to  such  a  height  tb^* 
the  former  vessel  broke  from  her  moorings,  and  was  driv'^^ 
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oa  shore.    This  occasioned  the  loss  which  was  the  subject         1844. 
rf  the  present  action.  oII^S^n 


Knowles^  for  the  plaintiffs^  contended^  that^  under  these 

chcumstances^  there  must  be  a  verdict  in  their  favour. 

The  goods  were  under  the  protection  of  the  policy  until 

diey  '^  arrived  at  their  final  port  of  destination  /^  and  it 

im  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  consignees  intended 

fliat  Hong-Kong  should  be  their  final  port  of  destination^  or 

not  This^  however^  he  submitted^  was  not  their  intention. 

1%e  motive  for  sending  the  goods  to  Hong-Kong^  and  tran-^ 

dicing  them  there,  was  simply  that  they  might  be  properly 

cammed,  which  could  not  have  been  done  without  their 

bong  80  transhipped.     At  the  time  they  were  lost,  there- 

[    fcfe,  they  were  under  the  protection  of  the  policy ;  and 

the  plaintiffs  were  accordingly  entitled  to  be  indemnified^ 

vader  that  policy,  for  the  loss  they  had  sustained. 

KeUyy  contra,  submitted  that  there  was  no  question  in 
liie'case  which  could  properly  be  left  to  a  jury;  but  that 
tk  point  in  dispute  was  one  entirely  of  law.  The  case  of 
hmn  V.  Vigne  {a)  was  exactly  in  point.  There  a  ship  was 
itoed  from  London  to  any  port  or  ports  on  the  river 

Rrti  until  her  arrival  in  her  last  port  of  discharge  in  that 

I" 

\  liisr;  and  the  master,  intending  to  discharge  her  cargo  at 
Inenos  Ayres,  passed  Maldonado ;  but,  hearing  that  the 
inner  port  was  in  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  he  went  to 
Koate  Video,  with  intent  to  make  a  complete  discharge 
there  if  the  market  were  favourable ;  but,  after  discharging 
^  part,  and  not  finding  the  market  there  so  favourable  as 
he  expected,  he  had  not  abandoned  his  original  intention 
rf  going  to  Buenos  Ayres,  if  it  should  afterwards  be  prac- 
ticable. While  he  was  still  discharging  part  of  his  cargo 
•t  Monte  Video,  however,  a  loss  happened  by  a  peril  of  the 
•cs:  and  it  was  held,  that,  as  Buenos  Ayres,  to  which  other 

(a)  12  East,  2S3. 


9. 

Briohtmak. 
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1844.        poi^  only  in  the  Plate  he  had  contemplated  to  go,  was,  at 
^*'     "*     '      the  time  of  his  arrival  in  that  river,  and  up  to  the  time  of 
V.  the  loss,  in  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  so  that  he  could  not 

legally  go  there,  Monte  Video  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
ship's  last  port  of  discharge,  and  that,  on  her  arrival  there^ 
the  policy  was  discharged.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the 
intended  port  of  discharge  was  Canton,  as  in  the  case  cited 
it  was  Buenos  Ayres ;  and  here  likewise  there  were  hostir 
lities  existing,  so  that  the  captain  could  not  proceed  to  that 
port,  although  he  might  have  intended  to  do  so  afterwards. 
The  defendants,  indeed,  admitted  that  the  captain,  when 
he  put  the  goods  on  board  the  James  Lang,  did  intend, 
should  circumstances  permit,  to  go  on  to  Canton ;  but  still 
they  contended,  that  when  a  vessel,  under  such  circum- 
stances  as  existed  in  this  case,  arrives  at  a  place  mentioned 
in  the  policy,  and  then  lands  her  cargo,  or  part  of  it,  into 
a  place  of  safety,  that  place  is  made  the  ultimate  port  of  difl« 
charge,  notwithstanding  any  intention  which  may  exist  of 
afterwards  forwarding  the  cargo.  In  the  case  just  dted. 
Lord  EUenboraugh  says,  "  Does  not  t?ie  last  port  of  di$^ 
charge  mean  the  last  practicable  port  ?  The  master  could 
not  have  gone  into  Buenos  Ayres,  which  was  then  an 
enemy^s  port ;  and  was  he  at  liberty  to  protract  the  voyage 
for  that  purpose  till  peace  was  restored  *^  (b)  ?  and  the  same 
remark  applies  to  the  present  case.  In  order  to  obviati 
this  conclusion,  the  other  side  will  rely  on  the  words  ii 
the  policy,  whereby  leave  is  reserved  for  the  ship  therein 
named,  or  any  other  vessel  on  board  which  the  interest  may 
have  been  transhipped,  to  proceed  from  any  port  in  China, 
&;c.,  to  any  other  port  in  China,  &c., ''  or  remain  at  the  same 
until  it  is  deemed  expedient  to  proceed  to  the  port  or  place 
of  discharge.^'  They  insist  that  these  words  were  introduced 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  captain  to  remain  at  any  of 
the  ports  named  in  the  policy  until  hostilities  should  cease. 
If  that  be  the  true  construction,  the  plaintiffs  must  recover ; 

{h)  12  East,  285. 
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but  it  is  submitted  that  the  poUcy  has  no  such  meaning.         ig44. 
The  true  meaning  is,  that  the  captain  was  to  be  at  Uberty  to     ^    ^    ^ 
toach  at  the  ports  or  places  named,  but  still  with  a  defi-    _     v. 
site  Tiew  of  prosecuting  the  voyage,  and  not  that  he  might 
femain  at  any  one  of  those  ports  for  any  indefinite  period 
during  which  the  war  might  last.   Here,  however,  there  was 
no  such  definite  view  of  prosecuting  the  voyage ;  and  it  is 
therefoie  submitted,  that,  so  far  as  the  goods  lost  were  con- 
cerned, the  voyage  insured  was  at  kn.  end  before  that  loss 
occurred. 

BoLYE,  B.,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  question 
WM,— with  what  intention  was  the  transhipment  made  at 
Hong-Kong?  and  he  accordingly  directed  the  jury  to 
find  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifi^s,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  above  on  a  special  case  (c). 

Knowles,  fVortley, Martin,  and  TomUn8(m,{or  the  plaintiffs. 
J&%,  W.  H.  Watson,  and  Crompton,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — OUverton  ^  Co,,  and  Lane  ^  P.] 
(t)  This  case  had  not  been  argued  when  these  reports  went  to  press. 
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KENT  ASSIZES. 


{Croum  Side). 


BEFORE    BARON    ALDERSON. 


March  I2th. 

An  indictment 
for  perjury 
stated,  that 
H.  L.  stood 
charged  by 
F.  W.,  before 
T.  S.,  clerk,  a 
justice  of  the 
peace,  with 
having  com- 
mitted a  tres- 
pass, by  enter- 
ing and  being 


Regina  v.  Christopher  Bartholomew. 

Jl  ERJURY. — The  indictment  was  in  the  following  fonn  • 
*'  Kent,  to  wit. — The  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen,  on 
their  oath  present,  that,  on  the  28th  day  of  August,  184S, 
at  the  parish  of  Bromley,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  one  Heni^ 
Liversuch  stood  charged  by  one  Francis  Williams,  befoiv 
Thomas  Scott,  clerk,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  th0 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  assigned  to  keep  tlie 
peace,  &c.,  with  having,  on  the  12th  day  of  August,  in  ik 
on  ceruin  land   year  aforesaid,  committed  a  certain  trespass,  by  enteriig 
'  ame"on\hc      ^^^  being  in  the  daytime  of  the  same  last-mentioned  dif 
12th  of  August,  upon  a  certain  close  of  land  in  the  possession  and  occufi* 
T.  S.  proceeded  tion  of  One  William  Perschour,  there  in  pursuit  of  gami^ 
of  the  chwrge^     Contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  providci 

Ae^h^aring^f    ^^^  *^^^  *^®  ^^^  '''•  ^'>  ®^  ^^^S  such  justicc  as  aforesaM, 
the  charge,  the  then  and  there  proceeded  to  the  hearing  of  the  charge  to 

defendant  C.  .  ^        .  ^  . 

B.  falsely  swore  made  against  the  said  Henry  Liversuch.    And  the  jaKH* 
see^H.^L!  "°    ^'  further  present,  that,  upon  the  said  hearing  of  the  said 

during  the 

whole  of  the  said  12th  of  August,  meaning  that  he,  the  said  C.  B.,  did  not  see  the  said  H«  ^ 
at  all  on  the  said  12th  day  of  August  in  the  year  aforesaid  ;  and  that,  at  the  time  ke,  tket^ 
C.  B.f  ewore  m  aforetaidy  it  w<u  material  and  neceeeary  for  the  said  T.  S.  so  being  such  jua**^ 
as  aforesaid,  to  inquire  of  and  be  informed  by  the  said  C.  B.,  whether  he,  the  said  C.  B.,  did*^ 
the  said  H.  L.  at  all  during  the  said  12th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  aforesaid:'* — Heidt  t^* 
this  aTerment  of  materiality  was  insufficient,  because,  consistently  with  this  averment,  it  mW* 
have  been  material  for  T.  S.  in  some  other  matter,  and  not  in  the  matter  stated  to  have  beco  ^ 
issue  before  him,  to  haye  put  this  question,  and  received  this  answer. 
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charge^  Christopher  Bartholomew,  late  of  the  parish  afore-         1844. 
aaid^  in  the  county  aforesaid^  labourer^  then  and  there  ap- 
peared as  a  witness  for  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  H.  L.^ 
and  was  then  and  there  duly  sworn  and  did  take  his  cor- 
poral oath  upon  the  holy  Gospel  of  6od^  to  speak  the  truth 
touching  the  said  charge,  made  as  aforesaid  before  the  said 
T.  S.,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid^  (he  the  said  T.  S. 
then  and  there  having  full  and  competent  power  and  au- 
thority to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the  said  C.  B.  in  that 
behalf).    And  the  jurors  &c.  further  present^  that  the  said 
C.  B.,  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  and  not  having  the  fear 
of  God  &c.,  and  wickedly  devising  and  intending  to  prevent 
the  due  course  of  law  and  justice,  then  and  there,  to  wit, 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  charge,  at  the  parish  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  upon  his  oath  aforesaid,  be- 
fore the  said  T.  S.,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  (he 
the  said  T.  S.  then  and  there  having  full  and  competent 
power  and  authority  to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the 
said  C.  B.  in  that  behalf),  unlawfully,  falsely,  knowingly, 
wilfully,  wickedly,  and  corruptly  did  say,  depose,  swear, 
and  give  in  evidence,  amongst  other  things,  in  substance 
tnd  to  the  effect  following,  that  is  to  say,  That  he  the  said 
C.B.  did  not  see  the  said  H.  L.  during  the  whole  day  of 
tiie  12th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  1843,  (meaning  that 
lie  the  said  C.  B.  did  not  see  the  said  H.  L.  at  all  on  the 
add  12th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  aforesaid).    And  the 
jurors  &c.  further  present,  that,  at  the  time  he  the  said 
C.  B.  swore  as  aforesaid,  it  was  material  and  necessary  for 
the  said  T.  S.,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  to  inquire 
of  and  be  informed  by  the  said  C.  B.  whether  he  the  said 
C.  B.  did  see  the  said  H.  L.  at  all  during  the  said  12th  day 
of  August,  in  the  year  aforesaid.  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
^C»*t^  the  said  C.  B.  did  see  the  said  H.  L.  on  the  12th  day  of 
-August,  in  the  year  1843,  as  he  the  said  C.  B.,  at  the  time 
lae  80  wUfully  and  corruptly  swore  as  aforesaid^  then  and 
^liere  well  knew.   And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid^  upon  their 
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1844.  oath  aforesaid^  do  say^  that  the  said  C.  B.^  on  the  said  SSOi 
day  of  August^  in  the  year  aforesaid^  in  the  oonnty  aforenidj 
npon  the  hearing  of  the  said  charge^  upon  his  oath  aforesudi 
before  the  said  T.  S.,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  (he 
the  said  T.  S.  then  and  there  having  competent  power  and 
authority  to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the  said  C.  B.  in 
that  behalf)^  unlawfully,  fiedsely,  knowingly,  wilfully,  wick- 
edly, and  corruptly,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  did 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  to  the  great  displea* 
sure  of  Almighty  God,  in  contempt  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  other  persons, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro* 
vided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen, 
her  crown  and  dignity. 


w 


The  defendant  was  convicted  on  this  indictment  before 
Mr.  Justice  Erskine,  at  the  Winter  Assize  of  1843. 


F.  Russellf  for  the  defendant,  then  objected,  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that  the  averment  of  materiality  contained  is 
the  indictment  was  insufficient,  as  it  merely  stated  tbsft  it 
was  material  and  necessary  for  the  magistrate  to  inquired 
and  be  informed  by  the  present  defendant  whether  he  isf 
Henry  Liversuch  at  all  during  the  12th  of  August,  withdit 
going  on  to  add  that  it  was  material  to  the  inquiry  bbU^- 
the  trespass  with  which  Henry  Liversuch  was  charged. 

Erskine,  J.,  postponed  giving  judgment,  that  he  mi|^ 
confer  with  the  other  learned  judges  on  the  point. 

The  case  having  been  considered  by  the  judges  in  Hihxy 
Term,  the  judgment  was  now  given. 

Alderson,  B.,  (to  the  defendant). — ^You  were  charged 
at  the  last  assizes,  before  Mr.  Justice  Erskine,  with  hsTiog 
committed  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  and  an  objectios 
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was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  indictment  on  which  you  were         1844. 

oonvicted^  and  a  motion  made  in  arrest  of  judgment.    The 

learned  judge  reserved  the  case^  in  order  that  he  might 

oonsult  with  the  other  judges  upon  it.    The  matter  has 

Veen  considered  by  some  of  them^  and  I  am  now  to  inform 

you  of  the  result  of  that  consideration.    This  indictment 

duurges  that  you^  who  were  duly  sworn  on  a  matter  stated 

in  the  indictment  to  be  in  issue  before  a  justice  of  the 

peace^  swore  and  took  your  corporal  oath  to  speak  the 

tniih  touching  a  certain  charge  before  the  justice,  and 

gave  certain  evidence  as  to  whether  you  had  seen  a  man 

of  the  name  of  Henry  Liversuch  at  a  particular  period 

mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and  you  stated  that  you  did 

not  see  him,  which  statement  was  corruptly  and  wilfully 

Wae  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury  by  whom  you  have  been 

convicted;  but  the  indictment  only  charges,  that,  at  the 

tbe  when  you,  the  said  Christopher  Bartholomew,  swore 

M  aforesaid,  it  was  material  and  necessary  for  the  said 

•Duxmas  Scott,  as  such  justice  of  the  peace  as  aforesaid,  to  in- 

^fin  of  and  be  informed  by  you,  the  said  Christopher  Bar- 

ftobmew,  whether  you,  the  said  Christopher  Bartholomew, 

Wieen  him,  the  said  Henry  Liversuch,  at  or  during  that 

pCODd.     It  is  not  stated  that  it  was  a  material  and  neces- 

tBjr  question  in  the  inquiry  before  the  said  Thomas  Scott, 

ti  which  you  gave  the  false  and  corrupt  answer.     It  may 

We  been,  therefore,  consistently  with  the  averments  in 

this  indictment,  material  and  important  for  Thomas  Scott, 

Ui  some  other  matter,  and  not  in  the  matter  stated  to  be 

m  issue  before  him,  to  have  put  this  question,  and  received 

ftia  answer.    Now,  as  the  oflFence  of  perjury  consists  in 

Asking  a  false  oath  in  a  matter  stated  to  be  in  judgment 

Wore  a  court  or  person  having  competent  authority  to 

^de  it,  and  as  this  indictment  does  not  clearly  and  dis- 

™ctly  charge  that,  it  does  not  charge  the  offence  of  per- 

jury.    WTe  think,  therefore,  that  this  indictment  is  not 

■Orient,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be  arrested.    This 

^^^*  I.  B  B  N.  r. 
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is  the  remit  to  which,  on  consultation  with  the  othflr 
judges,  Mr.  Justice  Erskine  tells  me  that  he  has  arrifed. 


Judgment  arrested. 


^Espinasse,  for  the  prosecution. 
F.  Russel,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attornies — Lattery  and  PUe,'\ 


March  l^h. 

"Where  a  per- 
son on  whom 
stolen  property 
is  found  gives 
to  those  who 
find  him  in 
possession  of  it 
a  reasonable 
account  of  how 
he  came  by  it, 


Begin  A  v.  Cbowhubst. 

JuARCENY.— The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing* 
piece  of  wood,  the  property  of  a  person  named  Harmsn. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  th^ 
prosecution^  that^  on  the  piece  of  wood  being  found  by  s 
police-constable  in  the  prisoner's  shop^  about  five  dap  aftfl^ 
it  was  lost^  he  stated  that  he  bought  it  firom  a  perM 
it  is  incumbent   named  Nash,  who  Hved  about  two  miles  off.     Nash  f» 

on  the  prosecu-  ^  ^  , 

tor,  on  the  trial,  not  produced  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution^  and  thefB* 

to  shew  that  -. .  j        .       -n 

that  account       Boucr  Old  not  Call  any  Witness. 

is  untrue. 
Aliter,  if  that 

account  be  un-       Alder80n,  B.,  (iu  Summing  up). — ^In  cases  of  this  mMi 

reasonable  or  .  ^ 

improbable  on    you  should  take  it  as  a  general  principle,  that,  whereafliik 

Whwea*       ^^  whose  posscssiou  stolen  property  is  found,  gives  aii^ 

piece  of  wood,    gouablc  accouut  of  how  he  came  by  it,  as  by  telling  fti 

which  had  been  .  .  • 

stolen,  had  been  name  of  the  persou  firom  whom  he  received  it,  and  i^ii 

found  by  a  con-   .  ^     _  .  ....  i        .  *i 

stable  in  the  known  to  be  a  real  person,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  prosen* 
fhTp'ri!:";/  tor  to  shew  that  that  account  is  false  j  but  if  the  acooot 
five  days  after    given  by  the  prisoner  be  unreasonable  or  improbaUe  «• 

IL  iVclS  10S%|  ^vilO  .  0 

said  that  he  had  the  face  of  it,  the  onus  of  proving  its  truth  lies  on  w^ 
whcfiived  about  Supposc,  for  instance,  a  person  were  to  charge  me  wtt 

two  miles  off:— 

Held,  that  it 

was  incumbent  on  the  prosecutor  to  negative  this  explanation. 
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this  watch^  and  I  were  to  say  I  bought  it  irom  a  ig44, 

urticnlar  tradesman,  whom  I  name,  that  is  prim&  facie  a  *!.  ^ 
easonable  account^  and  I  ought  not  to  be  convicted  of  v. 

elony  unless  it  is  shewn  that  that  account  is  a  false  one. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 

Horn,  for  the  prosecution. 

F,  Russell,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — Wormaldy  and  Pile.'] 


HERTFORD  ASSIZES. 


( Crown  Side). 


BEFORE    BARON    ALDERSON. 


lisiNA  V.  Margaret  M'Connell  and  Constance  Scott.     March  1st. 

*  ORGERY. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  was  in  A  person  who 
fc  following  form : — ^'  The  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen  tersTfifrged  " 
«poii  their  oath  present,  that  Margaret  M'Connell,  late  of  p^'  ^^/  *^i*- 

*  r  J  G  '  charged  pri- 

fte  parish  of  Tring,  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  spinster,  soner,  purport- 

^_  .  ,  -I  /.  -r^  -I         .       1  ^"8  'o  have  been 

•ttrtofore,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  December,  m  the  year  given  under  the 
rfwurLord  1843,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  Ts5^m^ht' 

conyicted  of 
^  uttering  a 

^ygcd  warrant  and  order  for  the  payment  of  money,''  although  the  forged  pass  be  not  pre- 
**^  in  the  form  given  by  that  statute,  and  although  it  does  not  purport  to  be  sealed  with  the 
^^"i^  seal,  or  any  seal  provided  for  the  purpose,  the  only  seals  to  it  being  two  small  pieces  of 
'■P*'  iffixed  to  it  by  wafers. 

A  Woman  who  applies  to  a  relieving  officer  for  money  on  such  a  forged  pass,  and  produces  it 
'^  aim,  may  be  convicted  of  uttering  a  forged  warrant  and  order  for  the  payment  of  money, 
fT^^!*gli  the  Ibrged  pass  direct  the  money  mentioned  in  it  to  be  paid  to  "  WilUmn  Henry"  on 
«»giTing  a  receipt. 

B  B  2 
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aforesaid,  feloniously  did  falsely  forge  and  connterfiot  a 
certain  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  which  said  fidie 
forged  and  counterfeit  order  for  the  payment  of  mon^ii 
as  follows :  that  is  to  say, — 


CERTIFICATE,   ROUTE,  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  DISCHARGED  PBI- 

80NER8,  UNDER  THE  5  GeO.  4. 


Certificate. 

Whereas,  by  the  act  of  Parliament  of  the  5th  Geo.  4,  cap.  85,  priMMl 
discharged  from  prison  may,  upon  application  to  the  visiting  juatieeirf 
such  prison,  become  entitled  to  certain  allowance  firom  the  oTeneen  d 
the  poor  of  any  place  through  which  they  may  pass,  on  their  way  to  ttl 
places  of  their  settlement,  under  authority  of  a  route  and  certificate  tf 
two  such  visiting  magistrates.  And  whereas  William  Heniy,  hit  wk^ 
and  eight  children,  corresponding  in  appearance,  and  the  account  he  fpiiV 
of  himself,  to  the  description  aftermentioned,  has  come  before  us,  tioof 
the  visiting  justices  of  the  House  of  Correction  at  Sandwich,  and  is  deani 
by  us  to  be  a  fit  object  to  receive  the  regulated  allowances  under  thowM 
act,  this  is  to  certify  the  same,  and  to  require  the  overseers  of  the  poor  d 
the  places  mentioned  in  the  route  to  issue  to  the  discharged  prisoner^ 
allowances  specified  in  the  said  route,  as  required  by  the  said  act  of  Bv* 
liament ;  provided  that  the  discharged  prisoner  produces  the  said  nril 
himself,  and  that  the  description  corresponds  with  his  appearance,  tfi 
agrees  with  the  account  he  gives  of  himself,  and  the  number  of  cbilto 
he  has  with  him.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,  this  20th  d^V 
November,  1843. 

Edward  Knatchbull.    (Seal).  J.  Wilkbs.   (Seal)  • 


rr 


This  pass  is  to  be  in  force  thirty  dap  firom  the  date  hereof. 

N.B. — To  prevent  frauds,  all  parish  officers  are  not  to  give  the 
ance  granted  by  the  aforesaid  act  under  the  authority  of  any  other  i 
or  pass  than  this,  which  is  prescribed  in  the  schedule  to  the  act  of  Pi^ 
liament  aforesaid. 


HOME  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT. 


ficnte  for  William  Henry,  bit  1  From  Sandwich,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  to 
wife,  and  eight  chUdien,     /     Kenelnorth,  in  the  connty  of  Warwick. 
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17  ditto 
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16  ditto 
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1 
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Kineton      .     . 

a 

Wwwick    .     . 
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mtpaid.i 

1844. 


Dlrectiona  for  filling  up  (he  Paasei. 
The  magistrate  ia  to  fill  up  the  description,  and  to  inaert  in  the  coltunn 
mukedA.  the  namea  of  the  places  through  which  the  diachsiged  priaoner  ii 
to  tTBTcl;  and  in  the  column  marked  B,  (in  words)  the  allowance  per  mile 
which  be  (or  ihe)  is  to  receive;  and  alao  to  write  thenumberof  children,  in 
Torda,  in  tbe  proper  column,  in  the  third  page ;  and,  when  there  are  no 
cbildreii,  to  atrike  out  that  port  of  the  form.  In  case  of  any  miatake,  tbe 
magistrate  ahould  make  the  neceaeary  alteration  with  a  pen,  end  write  his 
naine  opposite  thereto.  The  overseer  of  the  poor  will  insert  in  the  column 
msiked  C.  tbe  diatance  of  the  place  to  which  he  advances  the  allowance  ■' 
in  that  of  D.  tbe  sum  he  gives  tbe  discha^ed  priaonerj  and  in  that 
m&rked  E.  will  sign  his  own  name,  specifying  the  parish  for  wbicb  be 
acta.  He  ia  alao  to  take  before  a  megiatrate  any  peraon  that  presents  a 
paas  in  wbicb  there  are  any  alterations  other  than  with  a  pen  as  above 
directed. 
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Description  of  the  diicharged  Priiooer. 
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Memorandutn  fbt  the  guidance  of  the  Overseen  of  ibe  Poor,  T 

of  Counties,  and  Keeper*  of  Prisona. 
Each  oTCTBccr  ia  to  take  a  receipt  from  tlie  diacbirged  prisoaer,  dgHi 
with  his  or  her  oame  or  mark,  and  he  is  to  be  reimbursed  the  muuuj  |d 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  county  in  which  he  aerres  the  office  of  uiLnMTi 
on  him  ghing  a  receipt  for  the  aame,  together  with  the  diacbargvl  |b* 
soner's  receipt.  The  overiecr  nlio  makes  the  last  advance,  to  laii)  Ai 
discharged  priaoner  to  hia  place  of  reaiilence,  ia  to  send  the  certifiMl^ 
route,  and  pass  to  the  keeper  of  the  prison  from  which  the  prisma^ 
diacharged,  and  the  said  keeper  shidi  make  and  sign  a  declaratioD  isH 
form  herein  next  after  annexed,  which  aaid  declaration  alial!  be  tfriH 
by  one  visiting  justice  of  the  said  priaon.  The  overseer  is  to  mai  ■ 
pass  by  post,  folded  so  as  to  shew  the  direction  herein  indorsed,  (MJU 
cover,  open  at  the  sides,  directed  in  a  similar  manner],  and  he  if  iff 
send  or  write  an;  thing  therein,  except  what  may  be  required  ll* 
columns,  C.  D.  E. 

Declaration  of  the  Keeper  of  th«  I^son. 

I, ,  keeper  of  the  bouse  of  correction  at ,  In  the  eeo^* 

,  do  declare  that  this  paas  both  came  to  me  without  cover  {«rk* 

cover  open  at  the  sides)  and  without  any  paper  or  thing  indoied  fli«A 
and  without  any  writing  other  than  the  matter  of  such  put,  tad  ** 
the  superscription  upon  the  same  or  upon  the  cover  thereof, 

I, ,  one  of  the  visiting  justices  of  the  said  prison,  do  attest  90i 

after  due  exaniliiation,  I  do  believe  the  aforesaid  declaration  tobettl^ 

Dated  this day  of- , 

with  intcDt  to  defraud  one  Joseph  Blake,  against  the  fon" 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided^  and  igai"*^ 
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the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dig-         1844. 
nity.    And  that  Mary  Murphy,  late  of  the  parish  aforesaid,       ^^^     ' 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  spinster,  and  Constance  Scott,  late  «• 

cxf  the  same  place,  spinster,  before  the  felony  and  forgery  was 
done  and  committed  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
cm  the  day  and  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  aid,  abet,  counsel, 
and  procure  the  said  Margaret  M'Connell  the  felony  and 
forgery  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  do  and 
eommit,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  The  second  count  was  a 
aimilar  count  for  uttering  the  same  forged  instrument, 
(tetting  it  out).  Third  and  fourth  counts,  for  forging  and 
uttering  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  with  the  like 
intent,  but  not  setting  out  the  instrument.  Ftfth,  sixth, 
seifenihf  and  e^fhth  counts,  like  the  first  four,  but  desig- 
nating the  forged  instrument  as  a  ''  forged  warrant  for  the 
payment  of  money.''  The  indictment  also  contained  eight 
other  counts,  precisely  similar  to  the  first  eight  counts,  ex- 
eept  that  the  intent  was  laid  to  be  to  defraud  Edward 
Woodman,  and  eight  other  similar  counts,  in  which  the 
litmt  was  laid  to  be  to  defraud  Philip  Longmore. 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner,  Margaret  M'Connell,  in 

company  with  the  other  prisoner,  Constance  Scott,  applied 

to  Joaeph  Blake,  the  relieving  officer  of  the  Berkhampstead 

Union,  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  for  payment  of  money 

tmder  the  pass  described  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the 

friaoner  M'Connell  then  represented  herself  as  the  wife  of 

IV'illiam  Henry,  the  discharged  prisoner  named  and  de- 

'cx-ibed  in  the  pass,  and  stated,  as  a  reason  for  his  not  pre- 

texiting  it  personally,  that  he  was  sick,  and  had  gone 

**^^ard,  leaving  the  pass  with  her ;  but  she  afterwards 

'^^a.ted  that  he  was  too  drunk  to  come  with  it  himself.    In 

^^^Xisequence  of  these  suspicious  circumstances,  the  reliev- 

^^C  officer  did  not  give  her  any  money,  but  caused  her  and 

^'^^^  other  prisoner  to  be  forthwith  apprehended.    The  re- 
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1844.        lieving  officer  stated^  that^  except  as  reliering  officer^  he 

Rboina"      ^^  ^^^  ^^  overseer  of  Berkbampstead ;  but  be  alao  staked, 

V*  tbat  he  was  autborized  by  Mr.  Woodman,  tbe  overseer,  to 

M*CONNXLL. 

pay  money  to  persons  producing  sacb  passes  as  tbese.  & 
was  proved  tbat  tbe  pass  was  forged  in  all  respects,,  nd 
tbe  seals  to  it  were  two  small  pieces  of  paper  affixed  to  it 
by  wafers. 

fV.  Payne,  for  tbe  prisoner  M'Connell. — ^I  submit  thit 
tbe  present  indictment  cannot  be  sustained.  Ist,  tw- 
cause  tbe  pass  produced  would  not  bave  been  a  legal  in- 
strument even  if  genuine,  as  it  is  not  in  strict  confonnitf 
witb  tbe  form  given  by  tbe  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  85.  By  the 
23rd  section  of  tbat  statute,  tbe  justices  of  every  county  in 
tbeir  quarter  sessions  are  to  cause  engraved  copper-plates 
or  printed  forms  of  passes  to  be  provided  in  tbe  form  in 
tbe  scbedule  to  tbat  act^  and  tbose  forms  are  to  be  used  bf 
tbe  visiting  justices  of  eacb  prison.  Tbis  instrument  is  not 
in  tbe  form  tbere  given ;  as  in  tbis  instrument,  in  the  di- 
rections for  filling  it  up,  tbe  words  "  the  passes''  are  pot 
instead  of  ''these  passes;''  and  in  tbe  directions  to  the 
overseer,  to  take  before  a  magistrate  any  person  tbat  pi** 
sents  a  pass  in  wbich  tbere  are  alterations  otber  tban  vitk 
tbe  pen  as  directed,  this  instrument  superfluously  inisk 
the  word  ''any"  before  tbe  word  ''  alterations,"  andetf*^ 
tains  the  words  ''a  pen  as  above  directed,"  instealtf 
"  the  pen  as  above  directed : "  and  in  tbe  directioni  k 
tbe  overseer  being  reimbursed  by  the  treasurer  of  fl* 
county,  the  words  "  him  giving  a  receipt "  are  inserted  in- 
stead of  the  words  "  giving  him  a  receipt,"  which  are  fl< 
words  of  the  act  of  Parliament;  and  it  neither  purports  to 
be  under  the  county  seal,  nor  under  any  seal  provided  ff^ 
the  purpose,  which  is  also  required  by  the  act.  2nd,thii 
instrument  not  being  presented  by  William  Henry,  the 
man  named  and  described  in  it,  as  the  statute  requires,  i^ 
was  not  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  in  consequence 
of  the  restriction  therein  contained.   3rd^  as  Joseph  Blak^^ 
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be  reUeying  officer,  was  not  an  overseer,  an  uttering  to  the         1844. 
igent  of  tlie  overseer  is  not  sufficient  to  support  those      "     ^     ^ 
xrants  which  lay  an  intent  to  defraud  Mr.  Woodman.  v. 

M'CONMBLL. 

AxDERsoN,  B. — ^I  will  reserve  these  points  for  the  con- 
nderation  of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty  of  uttering  as  to  both  the  pri- 
soners, M^Connell  and  Scott  (a). 

Theriffer  and  Ogle,  for  the  prosecution. 
W,  Payne,  for  the  prisoner  M'Connell. 
Chamock,  for  the  prisoner  Scott. 


UVOKE  LOED  DENMAN,  C.  B.;  TINDAL,  C.  J.j  POLLOCK,  C.  B.;       April21th. 
PARKE,  B.  ;  ALDERSON,  B.  ;  PATTESON,  J.  :   GURNEY,  B.  ; 
WILLIAMS,  J.  ;    COLTMAN,  J.  j    ERSKINE,  J.  ;    ROLFE,  B.  ; 
AND  CRESSWELL,  J. 

W.  Payne,  for  the  prisoner  M'Connell. — The  stat.  5  Geo. 
A^t  85,  requires  that  these  passes  shall  be  sealed  with  the 
fM&ty  seal,  or  with  a  seal  to  be  specially  provided ;  and  by 
Ae  schedule  to  that  act  no  money  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
•imeers  unless  the  pass  be  in  the  form  given  by  the  act. 
Where  an  instrument,  if  genuine,  is  required  to  be  scaled,  it 
voold,  I  submit,  be  no  forgery  of  the  instrument  to  coun- 
tofeit  it  without  a  seal;  and  if  an  instrument  must  be 
■nder  the  great  seal  or  under  the  seal  of  the  Poor-law 
Commissioners,  it  could  hardly  be  said  to  be  forged  if  the 
only  seal  to  it  was  a  piece  of  common  paper  affixed  to  it  by 
i  wafer:  the  seal  ought  to  bear  such  a  resemblance  as  is 
^^Iculated  to  deceive.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Donnally  and 
Mwrray(fi),  the  prisoners  had  pleaded  guilty  to  an  indict- 

(a)  The  prisoner  Murphy  was  not  tried,  not  being  in  custody. 

(b)  1  M.  C.  C.  438. 
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1844,        ment  for  uttering  a  warrant  and  order  for  the  payneiit 
'  of  money^  which  was  set  out  in  the  indictment,  md 


V.  which  was  a  forged  order  for  relief  to  a  discharged  prisonv 

under  the  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  85 ;  but  the  forged  instn- 
ment  being  in  many  instances  ungrammatical,  and  at  n> 
riance  with  the  form  given  in  the  act,  the  judges  held 
the  conviction  bad.  But  in  that  case  the  forged  instiih 
ment  differed  considerably  firomthe  form  given  in  the  aGt(e). 
Another  objection  to  the  instrument  is,  that  it  does  not 
state  the  two  justices  to  be  justices  of  any  county  either  of 
England  or  Wales ;  but  they  are  merely  stated  to  be  virit- 
ing  justices  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Sandwich.  Hie 
order  also,  if  it  be  an  order,  is  conditional,  as  it  is  not  ni 
order  to  pay  the  bearer,  but  to  pay  William  Henry  himid^ 
and  take  his  receipt.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Rusfuoartk  (i), 
the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  uttering  a  forged  order  for  tte 
payment  of  money.  By  the  forged  order,  which  purported 
to  be  imder  the  hand  of  Mr.  Taylor,  a  magistrate,  the  treir 
surer  of  the  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire  was  required  \o 
pay  to  the  constable  of  Horbury  on  his  order  the  sum  of 
4d.  iOs.  for  conveying  vagrants  to  the  house  of  correctioSf 
but  as  the  order  was  not  under  seal,  as  required  by  theitit 
17  Geo.  2,  c.  6,  and  as  it  was  not  an  unconditional  order,  M 
to  be  paid  an  the  order  of  the  constable,  and  the  prisontf 
was  known  not  to  be  the  constable  of  Horbury,  Mr.  JnsCitf 
Bay  ley  thought  it  not  such  an  order  for  the  payment  tf 
money  as  was  within  the  statute,  and  directed  an  acquittdy 
and  the  twelve  judges  thought  that  direction  right.  I  vih 
mit,  also,  that  this  is  not  a  warrant  and  order  for  the  paymeflt 
of  money,  but  that  it  is  a  pass.  The  stat.  5  Geo.  4,  c.  K, 
all  through  speaks  of  it  as  a  pass.  A  lease  would  not, 
as  I  submit,  be  a  warrant  or  or  J  .  for  thepayment  of 
money,  merely  because  it  might  contain  an  engagement 
to  pay  rent;  nor  would  a  will  be  a  warrant  or  order 

(c)  See  the  case  of  Rex  y.  ChU-     Greav.  Ed.  of  Ruu.  C.  ft  M.  i9^' 
holm,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  297,  cited  2         (cQ  R.  &  R.,  C.  C.  317. 
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for  the  payment  of  money^  because  it  directed  the  pay- 
ment of  a  legacy.     In  the  case  of  Rex  y.  Wilcox  {e),  which 
was  an  indictment  at  common  law  for  forging  ^^  a  certain 
paper  inatrument  partly  written  and  partly  printed  in  the 
words  and  figures  following/'  (setting  it  out)^  the  judges 
''were  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  was  bad^  as  it  did 
not  state  what  the  instrument  was  in  respect  of  which  the 
forgery  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed^  nor  how  the 
party  signing  it  had  authority  to  sign  it ;  and  the  judgment 
was  consequently  arrested '^  (/).  With  respect  to  the  person 
to  whom  the  pass  was  uttered,  I  submit,  that,  as  Mr.  Blake 
vas  a  distinct  officer  and  not  a  servant  of  Mr.  Woodman, 
an  uttering  to  Mr.  Blake  was  not  sufficient,  and  Blake's 
refusal  could  not  have  subjected  Woodman,  the  overseer, 
to  be  indicted  for  refusing  to  pay,  the  statute  requiring 
the  payment  to  be  made  by  the  overseer,  who  is  to  sign 
Us  own  name  in  one  of  the  columns  of  the  pass. 


1844. 


Rboina 
m*connbll. 


Waddington,  for  the  Crown,  was  not  heard. 

The  judges  afterwards  considered  the  case,  and  held  the 
tnayiction  right. 


(e)  R.  &  R.,  C.  C.  50. 

(/)  The  forged  instrument  in 
te  caae  purported  to  be  a  ticket 
^^  weight  of  a  quantity  of  coals 


from  the  Sarum  public  weighing 
engine,  and  purported  to  be  signed 
—'•Witness,  Wm.  Wort,  book- 
keeper." 
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BEFORE   BARON    PARKE   AND   MR.  JUSTICE   COLBRIDOI. 


BERKSHIRE  ASSIZES. 
{CivU  Side). 

BEFORE    BARON    PARKE. 


Feb.  29th.  BuNBURY,  Esq.,  v.  Matthews. 

In  an  acUon  by  jJEBT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  "  heretofore  ui 
Jo'unTaJef'"  ^"  ^®^^^®  *^®  ^^t  day  of  March,  1843,  to  wit,  on  the  SWh  dif 
proof  that  he      of  August,  1842,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaiadt 

has  acted  as  ^  ^  *       ^ 

sheriff  is  suffi-  in  6/.  6^.  lld.y  foF  Certain  poundage  and  fees  due  and  ovif 

o/hisl^eing  so,  w^^  of  right  payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff ' 

o'f'hu  ap|ob[.  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Berks,  upon  and  for  the  exedrfU  ' 

ment.    In  an  of  a  certain  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  and  di0 

action  for  - 

sherirs  pound-  Other  writs  for  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  as  !■» 
riffs  officer*'  sheriff  as  aforcsaid,  and  whilst  he  was  such  sheriff,  brfflU 
produced  the      ^^^j^  exccutcd  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  and  fc 

sherin^s  war-  '  i  ^ 

rant  under        divcrs  fccs  duc  and  owiug  and  of  right  payable  from  4^ 

which  he  had 

acted,  which 

concluded,  **  given  under  the  seal  of  my  office."     The  only  seal  to  it  was  a  small  piece  of  Ui* 

paper  wafered  to  it,  and  stamped  with  a  wafer  stamp.     The  officer  stated  that  be  did  not  kafV 

this  to  be  the  seal  of  the  sheriff,  or  of  his  office,  but  stated  that  he  had  received  the  wantf^ 

from  Mr.  B.,  who  had  acted  as  the  plaintiff's  under-sheriff,  and  that  it  was  precisely  MoSitf^ 

all  the  other  warrants  on  which  he  had  acted  : — Held,  sufficient  proof  of  the  seat 

Semble,  that  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  98,  which  provides,  that,  after  the  1st  of  March,  l^ 
sheriff's  poundage  shall  not  be  ''  payable"  on  writs  of  ca.sa.,  does  not  apply  to  cases  wheretke 
party  has  been  taken  on  the  ca.  sa.  before  that  day ;  but  if  it  does,  a  defendant,  in  an  actioo  A)* 
sheriffs  poundage,  cannot  take  advantage  of  that  defence  on  the  plea  of  nunqiumii  indebitit*^ 
but  must  plead  it  specially. 
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efendant  to  the  plaintiff^  as  such  sheriff,  upon  and  for  the         1844. 
kintiff's  having,  as  such  sheriff,  granted  divers  warrants       ^^jj;^ 
0  divers  officers,  upon  and  for  the  execution  of  the  said      ,    ^^ 

Matthbws* 

rrit  and  writs  for  the  defendant,  and  at  his  request/' 
Second  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

Plea,  Nunquam  indebitatus. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaci- 
endum, dated  the  27th  of  August,  1842,  directed  to  the 
Sheriff  of  Berkshire,  to  take  John  Groves,  at  the  suit  of 
Pelton  Matthews,  indorsed,  "  Take  to  satisfy  143/.  Ids. 
md  interest  thereon,  as  within,^'  was  put  in;  this  writ  being 
idmitted  under  an  order  of  Baron  Alderson,  upon  a  notice 
»  admit,  in  which  it  was  described  as  follows :  — '^  Writ  of 
mpias  ad  satisfaciendum,  issued  out  of  her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Exchequer  of  Pleas,  against  John  Groves,  at  the  suit  of 
Bie  above-named  defendant,  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  Berk- 
thire  (a),  date,  27th  of  August,  1842.^'     "  Original.^' 

It  was  proved  by  a  sheriff's  officer,  named  Stephens, 
tluit  Mr.  Bunbury,  the  plaintiff,  had  acted  as  High  Sheriff 
tf  Berkshire  from  the  month  of  February,  1842,  to  the 
taith  of  February,  1843,  and  that  Mr.  Barnes  had  acted 
%  Mr.  Bunbury's  under-sheriff  during  that  time.  This 
Aiess  also  produced  and  put  in  the  sheriff^s  warrant, 
ittided  on  the  before-mentioned  writ,  to  take  John  Groves. 
Hb  stated  that  he  received  the  warrant  from  Mr.  Barnes, 
fts  under-sheriff,  on  the  29th  of  August,  1842,  and  took 
Win  Groves  upon  it  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1843. 

Wie  warrant  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  concluded, 
*  Given  under  the  seal  of  my  office,^^  &c.  The  seal  was 
Joerely  a  small  square  piece  of  blue  paper,  wafered  on  to 
flie  warrant,  and  impressed  with  a  wafer  stamp. 

The  witness  Stephens,  being  asked  by  John  Gray,  for  the 
defendant,  whether  he  knew  this  to  be  the  seal  of  the 


(«)  The  words  "  being  the  admit,  but  were  struck  out  before 
•**^»-named  plaintiff"  were  here  the  learned  Baron,  on  his  making 
^''V^y  inserted  in  the  notice  to     the  order  to  admit. 
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1844.         sheriff's  office^  stated  that  he  did  not  know  that  it  was  so, 
B  NBUET      ^^*  ^^^^  *^^®  warrant  was  precisely  similar  to  all  others 
«•  that  he  had  received  during  the  shrievalty  of  Mr.  Bnnbnry; 

and  that  he  had  received  it  £rom  Mr.  Barnes,  who  had  always 
acted  as  Mr.  Bunbury's  under-sheriff;  the  warrant  being 
then  in  the  same  state  as  when  produced  ajdd  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

John  Gray,  for  the  defendant. — This  warrant  ia  not 
proved  to  be  under  the  seal  of  the  sheriff.  The  warrant  says^ 
"  Given  under  the  seal  of  my  office  -/^  but  the  seal  does 
not  purport  to  be  the  seal  of  any  one ;  and  the  witneat 
does  not  know  it  to  be  the  seal  of  the  sheriff  or  of  his 
office. 

Parke,  B. — I  think,  as  he  received  it  from  the  under- 
sheriff,  and  as  it  is  similar  to  all  the  other  warrants  he 
received,  that  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  seal. 

Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed  to  put  in  the  du- 
plicate warrant  of  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  Sheriff  of 
Berkshire,  signed  by  the  clerk  of  her  Majesty^s  Privy 
Council,  and  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  tli0 
peace,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  ss.  8  &  4. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  unnecessary.  The  evidence  you  hm 
already  given  that  the  plaintiff  acted  as  sheriff  is  quite  suf* 
ficient. 

The  evidence  was  not  given. 

John  Gray,  for  the  defendant. — By  the  stat.  6  &  6  Vic5^ 
c.  98,  s.  81,  it  is  enacted,  '^  That,  after  the  Ist  day  of  Maw?"^** 
1843,  no  poundage  shall  he  payable  to  sheriffs,  bailiffs,  ar^^ 
others,  for  taking  the  body  of  any  person  in  execution,'^  b«-^* 
there  shall  be  payable  to  the  sheriff  or  other  person  havioi.^ 
the  return  of  writs  such  fees  only  as  shall  be  aUowed  b^ 


OXFORD  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT.  888 

tlie  authprity  of  the  judges  under  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1         1944. 
"Vict.  c.  55.     This  provision  is  not  limited  to  cases  where      ^    ^     ^ 
the  execution  is  sued  out^  and  the  party  taken  after  the  1st  «• 

Matthbws. 

of  March^  1843^  but  is  a  general  enactment  that  no /^ouiu:^ 
lye  shall  he  payable  after  that  day. 

Parke^  B. — 1  think  that  that  enactment  means  that  no 
poandage  is  to  be  payable  for  what  is  done  after  that  day^ 
aad  that  it  does  not  apply  to  this  case^  where  the  party  was 
taken  in  execution  before  the  1st  of  March^  1843.  But^ 
mn  if  your  construction  of  the  statute  be  the  correct  one^ 
fon  cannot  avail  yourself  of  it  as  a  defence  under  your  pre- 
Mit  plea  of  nunquam  indebitatus ;  because^  even  according 
to  your  own  construction  of  the  act,  the  defendant  was  at 
floe  tune  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  namely,  from  the  3rd  of 
Jtnnary,  1843,  to  the  1st  of  March,  1843,  and  that  being 
10^  the  plea  of  nunquam  indebitatus  is  improper,  and  the 
defendant  should  have  pleaded  specially.  There  must  be  a 
Wdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  6/.  Ss.;  that  being 
l^  5^.  for  the  warrant,  and  the  residue  for  the 

,  poundage. 

Carrington  and  Tyrwhitt,  for  the  plaintiff. 
John  Gray,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Bamety  and  ChamberUn,'] 
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{Crown  Side). 


BEPORE    MR,    JUSTICE    UOLBRIDQE. 


March  III,  Reqina  V.  Jackson. 

It  ou  (he  duly  ^Embezzlement.— The  first  count  of  the  mdictment 

■utboriied  to     charged,  that  the  priaoaer,  being  the  servant  of  Elizab^ 

br  hbTcmiJoT-  ^""^y^  received  for  her,  by  virtue  of  Ma  employment,  the 

er,  lo  .ccount     gnm  of  3/.  9a.  6d.  on  the  4th  of  November,   1843,  ui 

to  hii  cmpiojxT 

on  the  evening   feloniously  embezzled  the  same;   second   count,  for  em- 

ih'm^er  n°'  bczzUng  a  sum  of  44.  9*.  Sd.  on  the  29th  of  September, 
al"dlrb7"him  1***^^  ^^"^  *=°"°*'  *°'"  embezzling  a  sum  of  £1  on  Hw 
for  bit  tmpioj.   18th  of  December,  1813 ;  fourth  count,  for  ft  larreny. 
orerthe  It  was  proved  thiit  the  prisoner  was,  at  all  the  tinei 

recfWed  thr«e  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  the  servant  of  Mrs.  D0II7, 
■um>  for  hu  ^],q  ^j^g  ^  baker  at  Winkfield ;  and  that  the  pnsoner  m 
three  direrent  authorized  to  receive  money  due  to  her  from  her  cuatomen 
ther  accounted  ^t  voB  also  proved  that,  on  the  4th  of  November,  litt, 
DoVpiid  them*'  t^^  prisouer  received  the  sum  of  3/.  9s.  6d.  of  Mary  Taff,  Uf 
o»er.  H*  never  servant  of  Mr.  Briant,  a  customer  of  Mrs,  Dolby,  in  W 

denied  Ibe  re-  J  >         f 

ccipiofthem,     mcut  for  bread  supplied  to  him  by  her;  that  the  prisoi' 

wriiten  ucouni  ^^  received  the  two  other  sums  mentioned  in  the  in&t 

in  which  [hey     ment,  at  the  respective  times  mentioned  in  the  indictmA 

were  orantcd:^  '  ^ 

field,  that,  if  (be  of  Mr.  Strickland,  and  of  Harriet  llowlinson,  the  1 

KTiaot  williilly 

omitted  (0  ac-     of  Mr.  Thomas  Ward,  in  payment  for  bread  supplied  I7  i 

""r,:"d'S"  p"»««tri,. 

ibem  over  on  -^  ^g^  further  proved  by  Mrs.  Dolbv,  that  i 

the  reipecUie  '^  ■'  _  ^'  H 

days  on  which    had  never  accounted  to  her  for  either  of  thi 
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these  BUins^  and  had  never  delivered  any  account  in  writing 

in  which  they  were  omitted ;  but^  in  re-examination^  she 

said^  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  prisoner  to  deliver  to 

her  written  accounts  of  what  he  received^  but  that  it  was 

the  duty  of  the  prisoner,  on  the  evening  of  every  day,  to 

Tender  an  account  to  her  of  all  the  monies  that  he  had 

received  on  her  account  in  the  course  of  that  day,  and 

immediately  pay  over  to  her  the  amount. 


1844. 


Rbgina 

V. 

Jackson. 


J.  Jeffreys  fFUliams,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit  that 
this  is  no  embezzlement.  There  is  no  denial  of  the  receipt 
of  dther  of  these  sums,  and  the  omission  by  a  clerk  or 
•ervant  to  pay  over  monies  he  has  received  is  not  em- 
bexdement.  This  appears  from  the  cases  of  Rea  v.  Hodg- 
(a)  and  Regina  v.  Norman  [b). 


CoLKRiDOE,  J. — What  Mrs.  Dolby  said  in  her  re-exa- 

mbatioD  puts  an  end  to  this  objection.     She  says  that  it 

▼M  the  duty  of  the  prisoner  every  evening  to  account  for 

•nd  pay  over  to  her  all  monies  received  by  him  for  her  in 

the  course  of  the  day.    If  he  wilfully  omitted  to  do  that,  I 

•o  clearly  of  opinion  that  that  is  quite  equivalent  to  a  de- 

wtl  of  the  receipt  of  the  money. 

Verdict —  Guilty. 

Harrington,  for  the  prosecution. 

•/.  J^eya  WiUiams,  for  the  prisoner. 


[Attomies—  Ward,  and  F.  M,  Slocombe,'] 


(«)  3  C.  &  P.  422. 

W  C.  &  Mar.  501.  In  the 
^  Rex  V.  Hodgson^  the  pri- 
**^^>d,in  his  regular  account, 
^^  himself  with  aU  the  money 
^W  received,  hut  had  not  trans- 

^  hig  balances  from  New- 
***"e-under-Lyne  to  Liverpool,  as 

^OI-.  I.  C  C 


he  ought  to  have  done ;  and  in  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Norman,  the  pri- 
soner, in  rendering  his  account, 
admitted  the  appropriation  of  the 
property  alleged  to  have  been  em- 
bezzled, claiming  to  have  it  as  a 
matter  of  right,  founded  on  an  al- 
leged custom  in  the  trade. 

N.  P. 
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1844. 


OXFORD  ASSIZES, 


(Obnl  Side). 


BEFORS   MR.  JUSTICE  COLERIDOX. 


March  4. 

An  examined 
copy  of  the 
court-roll  of  a 
manor,  made 
for  the  purpose 
of  being  given 
in  evidence  on  a 
trial,  does  not 
require  a  stamp. 
A  copy  of  court- 
roll  duly  stamp- 
ed purported  to 
be  signed  by 
Mr.  v.,  who 
was  proved  to 
be  the  steward 
of  the  manor. 
The  lessor  of 
the  plaintiflF's 
attorney,  who 
produced  it,  did 
not  know  the 
handwriting  of 
Mr.  v.;  but  he 
suted  that  he 
had  shewn  this 
copy  of  court- 
roll  to  Mr.  v., 
who  stated  that 
it  had  been  de- 
livered out  by 
him,  as  steward 
of  the  manor,  to 
the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff: — 
Jffeld,  that  this 
acknowledg- 
ment of  it  by 
Mr.  V.  was 
equivalent  to  the 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Burrows  r.  Freeman. 

JciJECTMENT  for  copyhold  premises  situate  at  Laantoa, 
in  the  county  of  Oxford. 

On  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  propoied 
to  give  in  evidence  an  examined  copy  of  the  court-rolls  of 
the  manor  of  Launton  of  the  admittance  of  William  Free- 
man to  the  premises  in  question  in  the  year  1815.  Itwai 
proved  hy  Mr.  Chappell^  the  attorney  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff^  that  he  had  examined  this  copy  with  the  origiiiil 
court-roll  of  the  manor.  This  copy  had  been  made  for  the 
purpose  of  being  given  in  evidence  in  this  cause^  and  wm 
unstamped. 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  this  copy  of  the  court-ioD 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  as  it  is  not  stamped,  tj 
the  Stamp  Act,  55  Oreo,  4,  c.  184,  sched.,  part  1,  "  The  eoff 
of  court-roll  of  any  admittance  in  court ''  must  be  stamped, 
although  "  the  court-rolls  or  books  of  any  manor  wherein  tte 
proceedings  relating  thereto  shall  be  entered  or  minuted" 
are  exempted  from  stamp  duty ;  and  this  very  exemption  ef 
the  original  by  express  words  shews  that  all  copies  of  the 
court-rolls  must  be  stamped.  In  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Cawikoit 
V.  Mee{a),  it  was  held  that  the  48  Geo.  8,  c.  149,  s.  82^  whkA 

witness  having  received  it  from  Mr.  V.,  as  steward  of  the  manor. 


(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  617. 
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reqnired  that  every  surrender  of  eopjHhold  and  admittance 
fte.,  made  out  of  court,  or  a  memorandum  thereof^  shall  be 
stamped;  and  sect.  83,  which  enacted^  that^  in  cases  of  sur- 
render &c.,oui  of  courtf  the  steward  should  make  and  deKver 
to  the  tenant  a  stamped  copy  of  the  court-roll^  were  merely 
revenue  regulations,  and  not  intended  to  vary  the  rules  of 
evidence ;  and  that,  therefore,  a  surrender  and  admittance 
cwt  of  court,  presented  and  inrolled  afterwards,  might 
be  proved  by  an  examined  copy  of  the  court-roll,  without 
producing  the  original  surrender  &c.,  or  the  memoran- 
dum thereof;  but  in  that  case  the  examined  copies  were 
stamped. 


1844. 


WhateUy  and  Keating,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. — 
A  stamp  18  only  required  to  ''  the  copy  of  court-roll,^  which 
is  made  by  the  steward,  and  delivered  by  the  steward  of  the 
manor  to  the  tenant  as  his  title-deed,  and  not  to  any  copy 
made  by  a  private  individual  Ibr  his  own  purposes,  and  by 
Um  examined  with  the  original  (b). 


(i)  In  the  case  of  Braithwaite 
v.  HUehcoek,  10  M.  &  W.  494, 
and  2  D.  P.  C,  N.  S.,  444,  a  deed 
of  aasignment  of  a  lease  was  called 
far  under  a  motion  to  produce,  and 
not  being  produced,  a  witness  pro- 
ioocd  a  document,  which  he  stated 
WM  a  tnw  CQipy  of  the  original  as- 
signment,  which  he  had  seen.  It 
wst  objected,  that  this  copy  was 
inadmissible,  for  want  of  a  stamp. 
Lord  Ahmffer  received  the  eyi- 
dcBce,  giving  leare  to  move  on  the 
point*  Mr.  Erie  afterwards  moved 
in  tiie  Court  of  Exchequer,  and 
eontonded  that  this  copy  was  not 
leecivable  in  evidence,  being  un- 
stamped; as,  by  the  stamp  acts,  44 
Geo.  3,  c.  98,  and  48  Geo.  3,  c.  149, 
ached.  1,  pt.  1,  a  duty  is  imposed  on 

C 


every  "  copy  attested  to  be  a  true 
copy,  in  the  form  which  hath  been 
commonly  used  for  that  purpose, 
or  in  any  other  manner  authenti- 
cated or  declared  to  be  a  true  copy, 
or  made  for  the  purpose  of  being 
given  in  evidence  as  a  true  copy 
of  any  agreement,  contract,  bond, 
deed,  or  other  instrument  of  con- 
veyance, or  any  other  deed  what- 
soever;" it  being  also  declared  by 
the  Stat.  48  Geo.  3,  c.  149,  sched.  1, 
pt.  1,  that  *'  all  copies  which  shall 
at  any  time  be  offered  in  evidence 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made 
for  that  purpose."  The  Court  of 
Exchequer  held,  that  the  copy  of 
the  deed  offered  in  evidence  did 
not  require  a  stamp ;  and  Lord 
Ahinger,  C.  B.,  said,  ^^  I  think  the 

c2 
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1844. 


V, 

Frbbman. 


Coleridge,  J. — I  never  saw  an  admittance  to  a  oofj* 
hold  proved  in  this  way;  but,  if  there  is  no  other  evidenee 
of  it,  I  will  receive  this  examined  copy,  and  give  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  evidence  was  received. 


Mr.  Chappell  also  produced  a  copy  of  court-roll  of  die 
same  manor,  dated  in  the  year  184}3,  of  the  admission  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  This  was  written  on  parchment 
and  was  duly  stamped,  and  purported  to  be  signed  bj 
Mr.  Vincent,  who  was  proved  to  be  the  steward  of  the 
manor  of  Launton,  of  which  the  dean  and  chapter  of 
Westminster  were  the  lords.  Mr.  Chappell  stated  that  lie 
did  not  know  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Vincent,  but  that  be 
had  shewn  this  copy  of  court-roll  to  Mr.  Vincent,  who 
stated  to  him  that  it  was  the  copy  of  court-roll  that  hid 
been  delivered  out  by  him  as  steward  of  the  manor  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  his  signature  at  tbe 
foot  of  it. 

Talfourd,  Serjt. — I  submit  that  what  Mr.  Vincent  said 
is  no  proof  of  his  signature. 


1 


provisions  of  the  Stamp  Act  relate 
only  to  such  copies  as  are  evidence 
per  se,  and  that  the  word '  copy'  there 
means  an  authenticated  copy,  re- 
ceivable as  evidence  in  the  first  in- 
stance. Here  the  copy  was  evi- 
dence only  because  the  party  who 
produced  it  had  compared  it  with 
the  original,  and  swore  to  the  con- 
tents of  it  word  for  word."  And 
Baron  Parke  said,  **  I  quite  agree 
with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  that  no 
stamp  was  requisite ;  inasmuch  as, 
though  the  document  might  in 
form  have  been  read  as  a  copy 


of  the  original,  it  was    in  ta^ 
read  only  as  a  memorandum  to 
fresh  the  memory  of  the 
who  had   compared   it  with 
deed."    And  it  is  also  ol 
by  Baron  Eot/e^   that  it  is 
dent  that  the  word  "  copy"  i 
used  in  its  ordinary  sense,  tf 
higher  rate  of  duty  is  im; 
where   the  copy  is  for  a 
taking  a  benefit  or  interest 
the  deed,  and  a  lower  where  it 
for  a  person  not  taking  such 
est  or  benefit. 
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Coleridge,  J. — The  witness  shewing  the  court-roll  to 
the  steward,  and  the  steward  acknowledging  it,  is  the 
nme  as  if  he  had  received  it  from  the  steward. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Whateley  and  Keating,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfovrd,  Serjt.,  and  W.  J.  Alexander ,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies —  Chappelly  and  Maley,"] 


89 


1844. 


Freeman. 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  applied  to  the 
Ccmrt  of  Exchequer  for  leave  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  leave  given  at  the  trial,  but  the  Court  re- 
foaed  a  rule. 


WORCESTER  ASSIZES. 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


Reoina  V,  Hair.  March  7. 

•TERJURY. — This  was  an  indictment  for  perjury,  which  if  an  indict- 
Ittd  been  removed  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  by  cer-  jl^Jy  bl^'remJved 
tiorari,  and  was  entered  for  trial  on  the  Nisi  Prius  side  of  **/  certiorari  at 

.«         .  toe  instance  of 

W  assizes.  the  defendant, 

and  be  entered 
for  trial  on  the 

^^(id9(my  for  the  prosecution,  moved  that  this  case  should  ^f  Jhe'^u'l.* 

by  the  defend- 
"m  the  judge  will  not  stop  the  case  from  being  tried  on  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution, 
^  toe  ground  that  the  prosecutor  has  not  had  sufficient  notice  of  trial ;  but,  if  the  defendant  is 
ll^^jtted,  no  one  appearing  for  the  prosecution,  it  will  be  a  mis-trial  if  proper  notice  of  trial  bad 
^  '>een  given. 
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not  be  tried.  The  Nisi  Prius  record  had  been  browght 
down  and  entered  by  the  defendant;  and  by  the  stat 
14  Geo.  2,  c.  17,  s.  4,  ten  days'  notice  of  trial  mnat  ba 
given  to  the  prosecutor ;  and  the  present  motion  was  made 
on  an  affidavit,  which  stated,  that  notice  of  trial  had  been 
served  on  the  28th  of  February  last,  which  was  only  eight 
days  before  the  present  time,  and  only  seven  days  before 
the  commission  day. 


CoLERiDOE,  J.—  I  cannot  interfere  to  prevent  the  case 
from  being  called  on,  upon  this  ground.  This  case  must 
be  called  on  in  its  order.  If  the  defendant  is  acquitted, 
no  one  appearing  for  the  prosecution,  it  will  be  a  mis^triali 
if  there  has  not  been  proper  notice  of  trial. 


The  case  was  called  on  in  its  order  for  trial,  and,  no  one 
appearing  for  the  prosecution,  the  defendant  was  acquitted. 

Godson  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prosecution. 
Ta\fourdf  Serjt.,  and  W.  A.  Hill,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniefr—  W,  H.  Smith,  and  Boycott  8f  Co.l 


March  8.  DoE  on  the  demise  of  Miller  and  Others  v.  Rooebs. 

In  ejectment      JjJECTMENT,  to  rccovcr  a  house  at  Stourbridge, 
of "  G.  NL  and      ^h®  ejectment  was  on  the  demise  of  **  Gteorge  Miller 
Joj^echiw/*'   and  Sarah  his  wife,  Joyce  Child,  Armand  Shallon  and 

Eleanor  his  wife,  and  Samuel  Brown  and  Ann  his  wife/* 
and  the  female  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  property 
as  the  daughters  and  co-heiresses  of  Jonah  Child. 

female  leuors 

of  the  plaintiff  made  out  their  title  as  co-heiresses  of  Jonah  Child.  It  appeared  that  the  has* 
band  of  Eleanor  was  an  Egyptian,  but  no  evidence  could  be  given  that  his  6rst  name  was  Ar* 
mand.  The  judge,  at  the  trial,  allowed  the  record  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  name  of 
Armand,  and  held  that  the  fact  that  Shallon  was  an  alien  would  not  prevent  the  iMsort  of  the 
plaintiff  from  recovering  in  the  present  ejectment. 


Armand  Shal- 
lon and  Eleanor 
his  wife,  S.  B. 
and  Ann  his 
wife,"  the 
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It  appeared  that  the  husband  of  Eleanor  was  an  Egyp- 
tiaQj  who  had  married  her^  and  afterwards  gone  back  to 
Egypt.  None  of  the  witnesses  knew  his  first  name  to  be 
Armando  and  they  only  knew  him  by  the  name  of  Shallon^ 
and  did  not  know  that  he  had  any  other  name. 


1844. 


Haffinard,  Seijt.,  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintifi'^  asked  for 
leave  to  amend  the  record^  by  striking  out  the  name  of 
Armand. 

Coleridge^  J. — I  shall  allow  the  amendment. 

Godson,  for  the  defendant. — As  this  Egyptian  is  an  alien, 
he  cannot  hold  lands. 

Coleridge,  J. — He  is  at  the  most  only  seised  in  right 
of  Us  wife,  and  I  think  you  cannot  make  any  thing  of 
thia  objection. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  W.  J.  Alexander,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Godson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — RoherU,  and  B^  Shaw.'] 


{a)  We  do  not  find  any  express 
aothorities  as  to  lands  of  which  a 
wife,  being  a  British  subject,  is 
seised  in  fee,  she  having  a  hus- 
band who  is  an  alien.  Lord  Coke 
aaji,  (Co.  Litt  2.  b.),  "  If  an  alien, 
Christian  or  infidel,  purchase 
bouses,  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, to  him  and  his  heires, 
albeit  he  can  have  no  heires,  yet 
be  ia  of  capadtie  to  take  a  fee- sim- 
ple, bat  not  to  hold,  for,  upon  an 


office  found,  the  King  shall  have 
it  by  his  prerogative." 

In  Page^t  ease,  5  Co.  52  a,  it 
was  resolved  [by  Sir^Roger  Man- 
wood,  Chief  Baron,  and  the  whole 
Court  of  Exchequer,  that  '*an  office 
found  by  force  of  a  commission 
under  the  Exchequer  seal  is  not 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  Queen  to 
the  lands  of  an  alien  born;  for  there 
are  two  manner  of  offices,  one  that 
vests  the  estate  and  possession  of 
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the  land^  &c,  in  the  Queen  where 
she  had  but  a  right  or  title  be- 
fore, and  that 'is  called  an  office 
of  intitling,  as  in  case  of  purchase 
by  an  alien ;"  "  and  such  office 
which  concerns  fee  or  freehold 
ought  to  be  by  force  of  a  commis- 
sion under  the  great  seal  of  Eng- 
land. There  is  another  office,  and 
that  is  called  an  office  of  instructioui 
and  that  is  when  the  estate  of  the 
land,  &c.  is  lawfully  in  the  King 
before,  but  the  particularity  of  the 
land,  &c.  does  not  appear  of  re- 
cord so  that  it  may  be  put  in  charge ; 
as,  if  one  be  attainted  of  high  trea- 
son, all  his  lands,  &c.  are  presently, 
by  the  stat.  33  Hen.  8,  c.  20,  in  the 
Ring."  "  But  it  doth  not  appear  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  what 
lands  the  person  attainted  was  seised 
at  the  time  of  his  attainder  or  after, 
and  if  that  be  found  by  office  by  a 
commission  under  the  Exchequer 
seal,  it  is  a  sufficient  record  to  in- 
struct the  King  of  the  certainty  of 
the  land,  &c.,  by  which  it  may  be 
put  in  charge."  "  It  was  resolved, 
in  the  case  of  an  alien,  the  inherit- 
ance or  freehold  of  the  land  is  not 
vested  in^the  King  till  office  found 
under  the  great  seal,  for  that  is  an 
office  of  intitling.  If  an  alien  and 
a  subject  bom  purchase  land  to 
them  and  their  heirs,  they  are 
joint  tenants,  and  shall  join  in  an 
assize,  and  till  office  found  the  sur- 
vivor shall  hold  place." 

From  the  case  of  Dupleuis  v. 
The  AUomey-General,  1  Br.  P. 
C.  415,  Toml.  ed.,  it  appears  that 
an  alien  can  take  lands  by  devise, 
and  hold  them  till  office  found  under 
the  great  seal ;  and  that,  his  disabi- 
lity being  neither  a  penalty  nor  for- 


feiture, the  alien  cannot  demur  to 
an  information  filed  by  the  Attor- 
ney-General for  diflcovering  the 
place  of  his  birth,  in  order  to  c^ 
tablish  the  fact  of  alienage. 

In  AnoH;  1  Leon.  47,  Lord  Chief 
Jus^ce Anderson  sayu,  "When a 
alien  is  enfeoffisd  he  receivedi  hf 
the  livery  the  fee-simple  ofmkkk 
he  shaU  be  seised  uniil  cfiee  hi 
found,**    In  the  4th  Tolame  of  the 
same  reports,  p.  82,  there  appofli 
to  be  another  report  of  the  bum 
case.  In  Blackatone's  Com^bk.!; 
ch.  8,  it  is  laid  down  that  **m 
alien  cannot  be  endowed  onleM  As 
beQueen  consort;"  but  Mr.  Jortioe 
Coleridge  (in  his  edition  of  Black- 
stone's  Com.)  refers  to  an  ODpah- 
lished  statute  of  8  Hen.  5,  by  iriaeb 
it  is  enacted,  that  all  aliens  who 
thenceforth  should  many  Eogli^ 
men  by  license  of  the  King  shonli 
have  their  dower  in  the  same  mm* 
ner  as  Englishwomen.    That  iti»- 
tute  is  not  printed  with  the  StatolH 
at  Large,  nor  is  it  printed  m  dis 
<< Statutes  of  the  Realm"  by  the 
Record  Commission,   but  will  be 
found  in  the  Rolls  of  Partiamai^ 
vol.  4,  p.  128. 

In  Calv'uCs  case,  5  Co.  25  a,  ^ 
is  laid  down,  that,  **  when  an  ali0^ 
bom   purchaseth    any  lands,  lh^ 
King  only  shall  have  them,  thoi^g^ 
they  be  holden  of  a  subject,  i^*^ 
which  case  the  subject  loeeth 
seignory.     And  it  is  said  in 
books,  an  alien  may  purchase 
proficuum  Regis;  but  the  act 
law  giveth  the  alien  nothings  an^^ 
therefore,  if  a  woman  alien  marriedB 
a  subject,  she  shall  not  be  endowe^p 
neither  shall  an  alien  be  tenant  hy 
the  curtesy." 


i 
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1844. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    BARON    PARKE. 


Beoina  V,  Joseph  Lines.  March  8. 

X  NDICTMENT  for  carnally  knowing  and  abusing  Emma  ir,  on  the  trial 
Cox,  a  child  under  the  age  of  ten  years.  ^j^*"  for  air- 

With  respect  to  the  penetration,  it  appeared,  from  the  "*"y  knowing 
cross-examination  of  Mr.  Wynn  Williams,  the   surgeon,  female  child 
that  the  hymen  of  the  child  was  not  ruptured,  but  that  ©id,  theju^"* 
npon  the  hymen  there  was  a  venereal  sore,  which  Mr.  *J^t**at*j***' 
Wynn  Williams  deposed  must  have  arisen  from  actual  *>>»«•  •ny  p*rt 

...  of  the  virile 

contact  with  the  virile  member  of  a  man.  member  of  the 

prisoner  was 
within  the  labia 

Huddlesion,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  all  these  9^  ^^^  puden- 

,  ,  .  dura  of  the 

appearances  were  consistent  with  the  fact  of  the  private  child,  no  matter 

parts  of  the  prisoner  being  in  actual  contact  with  the  pri-  is  sufficient  to 

vate  parts  of  the  child,  and  yet  no  penetration  sufficient  to  penet^^jo* 

constitute  the  whole  offence  may  have  taken  place.  »«<*  ^^^  i^^7 

ought  to  con- 
vict the  priso- 

Parke,  B. — I  shall  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether,  pfjte  offenoe."" 
at  any  time,  any  part  of  the  virile  member  of  the  prisoner 
was  within  the  labia  of  the  pudendum  of  the  prosecutrix ; 
for  if  ever  it  was,  (no  matter  how  little),  that  will  be  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  penetration,  and  the  jury  ought  to 
convict  the  prisoner  of  the  complete  offence. 

Verdict— Not  Guilty  (a). 

jlllen,  for  the  prosecution. 

HuddlestoUf  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — Boycot  ^  Lucy^  and  ReaJ] 

(a)  See  the  cases  of  Regina  v.     the    case  of   Regina  v.  Stanton^ 
Hughes,  9  C.  &  P.  752,  and  the     post,  p.  415. 
authorities  there  referred  to,  and 
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STAFFORD  ASSIZES. 


{CivU  Side.) 

BEFORE    BABON   PARKE. 


March  n. 


On  the  Oxford  1n  consequence  of  the  pressure  of  business  at  Worcester, 

practiieu^^that,  *^®  commissions  for  the  county  of  StaflTord  could  not  U 

whenever  the  opened  ou  the  very  day  appointed  for  such  purpose,  and 

commusion-  ^  ^  ^  ^    j  *  -mr 

day  of  an  assize  instead  of  being  opened  on  Saturday,  the  9th  day  of  Maidii 

e*xoBpt  Satur?  the  day  appointed,  they  were  opened,  under  the  stat.  8  Qeft 

S?^theent"*of  ^>  ^'  ^^>  ^^  ^^^  moming  of  Monday,  the  11th,  by  Bans 

causes  extends  Parke,  who  having  done  so,  attended  divine  service,  chaiged 

o'clock  at  noon  the  grand  jury,  and  then  proceeded  to  the  trial  of  the  Nil 

^hVLt?.!^'  Prius  cases  at  one  o'clock. 

sion-day ;  but 
where  the  oom- 

mission-day  is        Talfourd,  Seijt.,  before  the  first  Nisi  Prius  case  was  calkd 

the  parties  must  OU,  stated  that  somc  doubt  appeared  to  exist  as  to  the  time 

causes^efore  ^^  which  causes  could  be  entered  for  trial.     In  ordinaij 

the  sitting  of  cascs,  whcrc  the  commission-day  originally  fixed  was  on 

the  Court  on  '  .  ,      .  - 

the  following  a  Monday,  parties  were  allowed  till  noon  on  the  Tnei' 

Monday,  at  j        ^  a.       ii     • 

whatever  hour  "^7  ^0  enter  their  causes. 

on  that  day  the 
Court  may  sit, 

the  usual  hour         Mr.  Bellamy,  the  clerk  of  the  assize,  (having  been  serf 

being  nine 

o'clock.  for  by  the  learned  Baron),  stated  that  the  practice  ob 

commiMton-^  this  circuit  had  always  been,  whenever  the  commissioB' 

?s*Sa*urda  "^^^  ^^^  ^^  *^®  assizc  was  OU  any  day  except  Saturday,  for  ih* 

but,  from  pres-  time  for  the  entry  of  causes  to  extend  to  twelve  o'dodL  rf 

sure  of  business  i       i  /.        ^i  .     .         ,  -l  •  i 

at  another  town,  uoou  OU  the  day  after  the  commission-day;  but  that  when 

sion!day"be"  *^®  commissiou-day  was  on  a  Saturday,  the  parties  moi* 

postponed  till  enter  their  causes  before  the  sitting  of  the  Court  on  the 

Monday,  under  *^ 

the  stat.  3  Geo. 

4,  c.  10,  parties  ought  to  be  prepared  to  enter  and  try  their  causes  at  the  sitting  of  the  Coart<* 

Monday. 
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Manday  following,  at  whatever  hoar  on  that  day  the  Court         1844. 
might  ait^  the  usual  hour  in  such  cases  being  nine  o'clock. 

Godson. — As  the  commission-day  has  been  postponed 
from  Saturday  till  to-day^  many  persons  who  had  causes 
to  try  are  under  the  impression  that  this  is  to  be  considered 
as  the  commission-day  for  all  purposes^  and  that  they  have 
till  noon  to*morrow  to  enter  their  causes. 

Parke,  B. — ^It  is  very  inconvenient  that  the  entry  of 
CMises  should  be  thus  delayed^  and  that  all  causes  should 
not  have  been  entered  before  the  sitting  of  the  Court  this 
day;  however,  as  it  may  have  been  supposed  that  no  Nisi 
Prius  business  would  be  taken  to  day,  I  will  not  take  any 
defended  cause  till  to-morrow  at  noon,  and  in  the  mean* 
time  I  will  proceed  with  the  trials  of  the  prisoners ;  but  I 
hope  that  at  any  future  time,  when  it  may  be  necessary  to 
postpone  the  opening  of  a  commission  from  Saturday  to 
Monday,  the  parties  will  be  ready  in  the  causes  at  the  sit- 
ting of  the  Court  on  Monday, 


Reoina  v.  William  Boden.  Aftirch  11« 

Assault,  with  intent  to  rob. — The  prisoner  was  in-  a.,  at  c.  h\r, 
dieted  for  assaulting  one  Thomas  Simcocks,  with  intent  to  the  proLcutor't 
rob  him,  on  the  27th  December,  1843,  at  Leek.     It  ap-  fetbc'.  (being  s 

'  '  '  *      stranger  to 

peared  that  the  father  of  the  prosecutor  had  been  at  a  fair  ^'^m)f  and  gave 

him  eleven 

at  Congleton  some  days  before  the  day  of  the  alleged  sovereigns  to 
offence  charged  in  the  present  indictment,  and  that  a  per^  hone,Tnd  B. 

put  them  into 
kk  pocket.  B.  refused  to  give  the  eleven  sovereigns  back,  and  A.  and  the  prisoner,  who  was 
in  his  company,  assaulted  him,  but  could  not  get  the  money  from  him.  On  the  next  day  the 
prisoner  asked  B.  for  the  eleven  sovereigns ;  and  at  L.  fair,  on  a  subsequent  day,  the  prisoner 
having  seen  the  prosecutor  receive  seven  sovereigns,  demanded  the  eleven  sovereigns  of  him, 
and  then  knocked  him  down,  and  tried  to  get  the  seven  sovereigns  out  of  his  pocket: — Held, 
tkat  there  waa  s!ich  a  semblance  of  a  claim  of  right,  that  thb  was  not  an  assault  with  intent  to 
rob.  HM,  also,  that,  the  intent  to  rob  being  negatived,  the  priaouer  might  be  convicted  of  an 
amult  under  the  Uth  sect,  of  the  itat.  1  Vict.  c.  85. 
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1844.         son  had  there  come  up  to  him  and  given  him  eleven  sove- 
reigns into  his  hand^  for  the  purpose  of  buying  a  hon^ 
and  that  the  prosecutor's  father  had  put  the  money  into 
his  pockety  and  refused  to  give  it  back.     The  person 
who  gave  him  the  money  followed  him  to  an  entry  in  the 
town  of  Congleton^  and  there^  in  company  with  the  pri- 
soner^ assaulted  him^  and  endeavoured  to  get  the  maoef 
out  of  his  (the  father's)  pocket.    The  prosecutor  came  19 
and  interfered ;  and  on  his  saying  that  the  person  who  had 
given  his  father  the  money  was  the  man  that  had  robbed 
Cotterell  at  Leek  fair^  that  person  ran  away.   It  farther  ap- 
peared, that  the  prisoner  called  at  the  prosecutor's  father^i 
house  the  next  morning,  and  demanded  the  eleven  sove- 
reigns, but  the  prosecutor's  father  refused  to  give  them 
him,  at  the  same  time  sajring,  that  he  would  give  tb? 
money  to  the  man  from  whom  he  had  received  it,  if  he 
would  come  and  ask  for  it.     It  was  proved,  that,  at  Leek 
fair,  on  the  27th  of  December,  1843,  the  prisoner  saw  tke 
prosecutor  receive  seven  sovereigns  for  a  cow  that  he  had 
sold,  and  followed  the  prosecutor,  and  said,  *'  Pay  me  the 
eleven  sovereigns  you  owe  me ;"  and  then  knocked  the  pro- 
secutor  down,  and  put  his  hand  into  the  pocket  of  the  pro- 
secutor, where  he  bad  seen  the  sovereigns  placed,  but  wtf 
prevented  from  getting  them,  and  the  parties  separated. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution,  in  opening  the  case,  statedi 
that  it  was  well  settled,  that,  if  a  party,  under  an  honeit 
impression  that  he  was  entitled  to  any  thing,  took  that 
thing  away  from  another,  it  would  not  amount  to  larceny^ 
although,  in  reality,  he  had  no  right  to  it ;  and  he  cod- 
ceived  that  the  same  rule  might  apply  to  robbeiy;  and 
therefore,  if  the  prisoner  assaulted  the  prosecutor  with  the 
honest  impression  and  real  belief  that  he  had  a  right  to 
get  the  sovereigns  from  him,  he  would  not  be  guilty  of  the 
offence  charged,  although  it  was  clear,  that,  as  the  prose- 
cutor never  received  the  sovereigns,  and  the  sovereign* 
were  not  the  property  of  the  prisoner,  he  had  no  real  right 
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at  all  to  them.    At  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  for  the        1344, 
prosecution^ 

Pakke^  B.,  said^  I  think  that  there  was  too  much  sem-  • 
blance  of  a  right  to  claim  the  sovereigns^  to  justify  our  pro-   j 
ceeding  with  the  case  for  the  felony ;  but  there  remains 
the  assault. 

E.  Yardley,  for  the  prisoner^  submitted^  that^  as  the 
felonious  intent  was  wholly  negatived^  the  11th  section  of 
the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  89^  did  not  apply. 

Greaves. — At  the  last  Gloucester  Winter  Assizes^  the 
same  question  arose  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Pullen,  before 
Baron  Rolfe,  and  there  I  contended^  that  the  statute  only 
applied  where  the  assault  proved  was  some  part  of  the 
felony  charged ;  in  other  words^  an  assault  imbued  with 
the  intent  to  commit  felony ;  but  Baron  Molfe  held  against 
me  on  that  point. 

E.  Yardley. — ^At  the  last  Stafford  Winter  Assizes,  Baron 
Bolfe  appeared  to  be  of  a  different  opinion. 

Greaves  cited  the  cases  oi  Regina  v.  Ellis  [a),  Regina  v. 
Guttridge  (A),  Regina  v.  SL  George  {c),  Regina  v.  Phelps  [d), 
and  Regina  v.  Crumpton  (e). 

Pabke,  B. — At  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes,  in  a  case  of 
robbery,  where  the  jury  negatived  any  intention  to  commit 
the  robbery,  I  thought  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  con- 
victed of  an  assault  under  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  11 ; 
bat  that  case  underwent  very  little  consideration.  In  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Phelps,  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that 
ike  assault  was  disconnected  with  the  felony  charged,  and 

(a)  8  C.  &  P.  654.  {d)  C.  &  Mar.  180. 

(6)  9C.  &P.  471.  {e)  Id.  597. 

(e)  Id.  483. 
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that  the  prisoner  could  only  be  convicted  of  an  asniik 
connected  with  the  felony  charged.  There  is  great  difi- 
culty  in  putting  a  proper  construction  on  this  statute.  I 
will  confer  with  my  Brother  Coleridge  upon  it,  and  perhqii 
reserve  the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty  of  an  assault 


March  12. 


Pa&ks^  B. — I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  reserve  the 
point  in  this  case^  as  I  shall  not  sentence  the  prisons  to 
so  long  an  imprisonment  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  take 
the  opinion  of  the  fifteen  judges  on  the  matter  whidi  Im 
been  discussed.  There  appear  to  be  two  constructioiu  of 
the  statute^  either  of  which  will  authorize  a  conviction  fir 
an  assault  in  this  case.  The  first  is,  that  the  statute  yiu- 
rants  a  conviction  for  an  assault  in  every  case  where  the 
felony  charged  includes  an  assault.  It  may  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  do  away  with  the  distinctioi 
that  formerly  prevailed^  that^  on  an  indictment  for  a  fdonj^ 
the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  a  misdemeanour  in- 
cluded in  such  felony ;  although^  in  the  case  of  complicated 
felonies^  as  murder  and  burglary^  he  might  be  convicted  of 
a  lesser  felony  included  in  such  charges.  One  ground  of 
the  former  distinction  was^  that  in  felony  the  prisoner  wtf 
not  entitled  to  make  his  full  defence  by  counsel ;  and  tho^ 
forCj  if  he  was  convicted  of  a  misdemeanour,  on  an  indict- 
ment for  felony^  he  would  have  been  deprived  of  the  benefit 
of  his  counseFs  address  to  the  jury.  But  since  the  Pb* 
soner's  Counsel  Act  this  distinction  is  done  away  with; 
and  it  may,  therefore^  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legj** 
lature  to  permit  a  conviction  for  an  assault^  in  the  case  of 
any  felony  including  an  assault.  The  second  constroctioD 
is^  that  the  statute  authorizes  a  conviction  of  that  asnnlt 
which  is  ofiered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutioD 
in  support  of  the  felony  charged.  Therefore,  quacunqne 
vi&y  the  prisoner  in  this  case  may  be  convicted  of  an  assanlt- 
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Another  view  of  the  statute  has  been  suggested  in  a  very 
learned  note  to  a  recent  edition  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Bussell^s 
work  on  the  criminal  law  (/) ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  that 
▼iew  of  the  statute  would  exclude  a  large  number  of  cases^ 
inch  as  cutting  with  intent  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm ; 
and  there  are  so  many  instances  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that  the  statute  applies  to  such  cases,  that  I  think  it  can- 
not be  so  limited.  I  shall  therefore  sentence  the  prisoner^ 
and  not  reserve  the  point. 
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Sentence — One  month^s  imprisonment. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 
E.  Yardley,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Crugo,  and  Whalley,'] 

(/)  Mr.  Greavea*8  note  on  this  enactment,  1  Greav.,  ed.  of  Rius.,  C.  & 
M.  782  (/). 


Beoina  v.  Mart  Ann  Meadows. 


March  14. 


Abduction. — ^The  prisoner  was  indicted  on  the  20th  A.,  a  girl  under 
sect,  of  the  stat.  9  Cteo.  4,  c.  81.     The  first  count  of  the  was  i^n  service, 
indictment  was  in  the  following  form  :—"  The  jurors  fee,  ^emrn'ng  from 
nresent.  that  Mary  Ann  Meadows,  late  of  the  parish  of  *"  errand, 
Wolyerhampton,  m  the  county  of  otaiford,  single  woman,  she  would  go  to 
on  &c.,  with  force  and  arms,  at  &c.,  unlawfully  did  take  roother"wa'nted* 
and  cause  to  be  taken  one  Caroline  Allen  t  out  of  the  pos-  *  *^^/^}*  and 

*  would  give  her 

session  and  against  the  will  of  Richard  West  wood,  her  £5  wages,    a. 
father-in-lawt>  she  the  said  Caroline  Allen  then  and  there  away  together 
being  an  unmarried  girl,  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  'both  w^ere  ^*'* 

found,  and  B. 
apprehended : — Held,  that  this  was  not  such  a  taking  or  cauting  to  he  taken  of  A.  as  was  suf- 
iidcDt  to  constitute  the  offence  of  abduction  under  the  20th  sect  of  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31. 

BembU,  that  a  mere  fraudulent  decoying  or  enticement  away  of  a  girl  under  sixteen  b  not  a 
■kiiig  or  canaing  to  be  taken  within  that  section. 
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1844.        to  wit^  of  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  against  the  form  of  the 

J.  ^  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 

«•  peace'^  &c*    Second  count,  the  like,  but  substituting  for  tlie 

Mbadows. 

words  between  the  ft  the  words  "  out  of  the  poBSCMoa 
of  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  Richard  Westwood,  Ae 
said  Richard  Westwood  then  and  there  having  the  Iswfid 
care  and  charge  of  the  said  Caroline  Allen.''  Third  ooQBt^ 
like  the  first,  but  substituting  the  words  ''Ann  Wert- 
wood,  her  mother,  instead  of  ''  Richard  Westwood,  her 
father-in-law."     Fourth  count,  the  like,  but  substitutiiig 
for  the  words  between  1 1  '^  out  of  the  possession  and 
against  the  will  of  Sarah  Ann  Tombs,  she  the  said  Saish 
Ann  Tombs  then  and  there  having  the  lawful  care  ind 
charge  of  the  said  Caroline  Allen.''     Fifth  count,  the  like^ 
for  taking  Caroline  Allen  out  of  the  possession  and  againil 
the  will  of  ''  the  said  Ann  Westwood,  her  mother,  and  the 
said  Richard  Westwood,  her  father-in-law."     Sixth  oooiit 
exactly  like  the  fifth,  but  stating  that  Richard  Westwood 
had  the  lawftil  care  and  charge  of  Caroline  Allen.   Seventh 
count,  for  taking  Caroline  Allen  ^'out  of  the  custody  and 
against  the  will  of  Richard  Westwood,  Ann  Westwood,  and 
Sarah  Ann  Tombs,  they  the  said  Richard  Westwood,  Ana 
Westwood,  and  Sarah  Ann  Tombs  then  and  therehaving 
the  lawful  care  and  charge  of  the  said  Caroline  Allen." 

It  was  proved  by  Caroline  Allen  that  she  was  in  the  eo- 
vice  of  Mrs.  Sarah  Ann  Tombs,  at  Wolverhampton,  and  thit 
on  the  6th  of  February,  1844,  she  had  been  sent  by  Mn 
Tombs  to  the  workhouse,  where  she  had  got  two  loaves 
and,  as  she  was  coming  back,  she  saw  the  prisoner  stand- 
ing at  the  door  of  the  house  where  the  prisoner  lodged, 
and  that  the  pri8oner,whom  she  had  known  before,  as  ttief 
went  to  school  together,  asked  her  if  she  would  go  to  Lon- 
don, the  prisoner  stating  that  her  mother  wanted  a  servant, 
and  would  give  her  (Caroline  Allen)  £5  wages.  Itwsi 
further  proved  by  Caroline  Allen,  that  she  then  accom- 
panied the  prisoner  to  Bilstou,  and  they  there  went  under 
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the  name  of  Davis,  and  proceeded  as  far  as  Birmingham, 
where  the  prisoner  was  subsequently  taken. 

Fabke,  B. — ^I  think  this  will  not  do ;  there  must  be  a 
taking,  and  firom  the  evidence  it  appears  that  the  child 
accompanied  the  prisoner  voluntarily. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prosecution,  submitted  that,  as  the 
child  was  induced  to  go  with  the  prisoner  by  the  false 
representation  that  the  prisoner's  mother  would  employ 
her  as  a  servant,  this  was  a  constructive  taking  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act. 

Fabkb,  B« — It  is  quite  evident  that  the  legislature  made 
a  distinction  between  an  offence  under  the  20th  section  of 
the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  81,  and  under  the  21st  section  (a); 
and  I  am  inclined  to  think,  that,  to  bring  a  case  within  the 
20th  section,  there  must  be  an  actual  taking  or  a  causing 
to  be  taken  away;  and  a  mere  decoying  or  enticement 
away,  which  would  be  an  offence  within  the  meaning  of 
the  21st  section,  would  not  constitute  one  under  the  20th 
section.  I  considered  the  case  before  it  went  before  the 
grand  jury,  and  then  thought  there  would  be  a  difiSculty 
in  it.  I  have  since  consulted  my  Brother  Coleridge,  and 
he  agrees  with  me  that  it  is  not  sufficient. 

Verdict — Not  guilty  (A). 
Huddlesion,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney — Fleetwood,'^ 


1844. 
Rkgina 

V, 

Mbadows. 


Ca)  The  words  of  the  20th  sect. 
^^  the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  as  to 
^^  abdaction  of  girls  under  six- 
*^^ii,  are,  "  if  any  person  shall  un- 
^''^•ftilly  take  or  cau$e  to  he  taken 
unmarried  girl,  being  under  the 
r«  of  sixteen  years,  out  of  the  pos- 
Don  and  against  the  ixrill  of  her 
^■ther  or  mother,  or  of  any  other 
^^tBon  having  the  lawful  care  or 

VOL.  I.  I 


charge  of  her;"  the  words  of  the 
21st  sect.,  as  to  child.stealing, 
being,  '*  if  any  person  shall  mali- 
ciously, either  by  force  or  fraud^ 
lead  or  take  away,  or  decoy  or 
entice  away,  or  detain  any  child 
under  the  age  often  years,"  &c. 

{b)  See  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
Barratt,  9  C.  &  P.  387;  and  /?«- 
^ina  V.  Hopkins,  C.  &  Mar.  254. 

D  N.  P. 
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March  12ih.  Sherwin  v.  Swindall. 

A.  went  to  the  X  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiFt 
and'whh  a '  Iiouse^  and  breaking  the  doors  and  taking  the  plaintiff^ 
hatchet  broke     goods.— Plea,  that,  after  the  trespass  and  before  the  oo»- 

open  two  doon,    °  '  '  * 

and  took  goods,  mencement  of  the  action,  it  was  agreed  between  the  pbm- 
did  so  to  dis-  tiff  and  the  defendant  that  the  defendant  should  repair  Um 
due'ufhir"^  doors,  and  return  the  goods  in  satisfaction  of  the  treipaae^ 
father  from  c.    ^j^^  that  the  defendant  did  so. — Eeplicatiou.  denying  the 

The  jury  gave  *  "     ^ 

nominal  da-  agreement. 

trefpass^being  ^  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  gone  with  a  hatchet 

y!dgll  it  the  ^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^f  *^^  plaintiff,  who  kept  the  Buffalo  bec^ 

trial,  certified  house  at  Newborough,  and  had  broken  open  two  of  die 

that  it  was  .  °  ^ 

«  wilful  and  doors  With  it,  and  had  seized  a  writing-desk  and  a  table 
at  to^e!uitie'the  ^  ^  distress  for  rent  which  he  alleged  to  be  due  to  Ui 
plaintiff  to         father  from  a  person  named  Groode :  but  that  the  defend- 

costs  under  the  ^  ' 

Stat.  3  &4  Vict,  ant  afterwards  returned  the  goods,  and  had  the  doors le- 

Court  of  Ex-  paired.     It  further  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  slid 

charged  a'ruie  ^^^^  ^^^  could  not  make  it  Up  with  the  defendant  withost 

which  was  ob-  her  attorney,  and  that  the  defendant  must  go  to  him,  whiA 

tained  for  re-        .       .  "^  *  o  * 

scinding  that      it  did  uot  appear  that  he  had  done. 

certificate. 
The  sut.  3  &  4 

to  costs  ?n 'tres-       ^^^^^f  B.,  (iu  summing  up) . — ^The  only  question  is,  wW 

pass,  is  to  be      damages  the  defendant  ought  to  pay,  in  addition  to  the  re- 
construed  with         ..         i.,-ij  1  .         ,  ,        ...lit- 
reference  to  the  pairing  of  the  doors  and  returning  the  goods,  which  he  m 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  U 

Talfaurd,  Serjt.,  applied  to  the  learned  Baron  to  certJi^ 
that  the  trespass  was  wilful  and  malicious,  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  costs  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24  (a). 

Parke,  B. — I  am  very  anxious  that  the  plaintiff  shonU 

(a)  See  the  cases  of  FosUr  v.  Pointer,  9  C.  &  P.  718;  and  /<*• 
btUt  y.  Hoii,  ante,  p.  280. 
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have  her  costs,  but  I  feel  some  difficulty  as  to  certifying        ig44. 
under  the  present  act  of  Parliament  that  the  trespass  here       "  ^ 
was  ''  malicious/'  though  it  was  certainly  "  wilful/'     [His  v. 

Lordship  having  conferred  with  Coleridge,  J.,  said]  We 
think  that  the  recent  act  of  Parliament  ought  to  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  statute  of  William  {b),  and 
under  that  statute  it  was  always  held  that  a  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  full  costs  where  the  defendant  committed  the  tres- 
pass after  notice.  This  was  a  complete  wilful  trespass^  and 
I  shall  give  a  certificate ;  but  if  the  case  does  not  warrant 
such  a  certificate  as  I  shall  give^  Mr.  Whateley  may  move 

the  Court  above. 

Certificate  granted  (c). 

Talfourd,  Serjt^  and  Meieyard,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Whateley  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  defendant 

[Attomie»— fre%  ^  F.,  and  Blair.l 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Whateley  applied  to  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  learned  Baron  should  not  be  rescinded,  which 
rule  was,  after  argument,  discharged. 

{b)  The  sUt  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  (c)  The  certificate  was  in  the 

11,  8. 4,  hy  which  it  was  enacted,  following  form  : — "  I   certify  that 

ikat,  in  all  actions  of  trespass  in  the  trespass  for  which  this  action 

which  the  judge  certified  that  the  was  brought  was  wilful  and  mali- 

tretpass  was    ''  wilful   and  mali-  cious.      Dated  this   12th   day  of 

dons,"  the  plaintiff  should  recover  May,  1844.     (Signed)    J.Parke." 
Ilia  full  costs  of  suit. 
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March  13M. 


Hawthorn  v.  Hammond. 


A  person  who  i^ASE  against  the  defendant^  as  an  innkeeper,  for  not 

inn  is  bound  to  receiving  the  plaintiff  as  a  guest  (a).     The  declaration 

sons  wbo  apply  stated  that  the  defendant  kept  an  inn^  and  that  the  plain- 

^*?*l!i^  ^^  ^  *^^'  ^^^  ^^  travelling  in  a  ceirtain  carriage,  went  to  the 

guests. 

A  declmrttion  against  an  innlceeper  stated,  that  the  defendant  kept  an  inn,  and  that  the  plaia- 
tiff,  at  night,  was  travelling,  and  the  inn  being  shut  up,  the  plaintiff  knoclied  at  the  door  of  the 
inn,  in  order  that  he  should  be  admitted  as  a  guest,  and  that,  although  the  defendant  heard  At 
knocking,  and  had  notice  of  the  premises,  she  would  not  admit  the  plaintiff  into  the  inn.  Hm 
defendant  pleaded  that  she  did  not  hear  the  knocking,  and  had  not  notice  of  the  premises >-> 
HM,  that,  on  thb  issue,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  defendant  heard  the  knockiofi 
and  if  80,  whether  the  defendant  ought  to  have  concluded  from  it  that  the  person  so  knoddif 
at  the  door  was  a  person  requiring  to  be  admitted  as  a  guest. 


(a)  The  declaration  and  second 
and  third  pleas  were  in  the  follow- 
ing form  : — "  For  that,  whereas  the 
defendant,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  grievance 
hereinafter  mentioned,  was  an  inn- 
keeper, and  did  keep  a  certain 
common  inn  for  the  reception  and 
accommodation  of  travellers,  that 
is  to  say,  a  certain  common  inn 
called  the  Wheel  Inn,  together  with 
a  certain  stable  near  to  the  said  inn 
for  the  reception,  lodging,  and  ac- 
commodation of  the  horses  of,  and 
used  in  travelling  to  the  said  inn 
by,  traveUers,  and  persons  lodged 
and  accommodated  in  the  said  inn 
as  guests  therein  of  the  defendant 
as  such  innkeeper  as  aforesaid,  and 
which  said  inn  and  stable  were 
situate  in  the  county  of  Salop.  And 
the  plaintiff  further  says,  that,  whilst 
the  defendant  was  such  innkeeper, 
and  so  kept  the  said  inn  and  stable 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  17th 
day  of  May,  a.  d.  1843,  and  in  the 
night-time  of  that  day,  to  wit,  at 
ten  of  the  clock  in  the  night  of  that 
day,  the  plaintiff  then  being  a  tra- 
veller, and  then  being  and  travel- 


ling in  a  certain  carriage,  tfaeo 
drawn  by  a  certain  horM,  tba 
driven  and  used  by  the  plaintiff  m 
that  behalf,  arrived  at  and  west  to 
the  said  inn;  and  that  the  plaintif 
then  went  to  a  certain  outer  door 
of  the  said  inn,  such  cmter  door 
then  being  a  usual  and  proper  door 
of  entrance  into  the  aaid  inn  fiir 
travellers  and  other  persons,  and 
then  also  being  shut,  closed,  btnei 
and  fastened,  so  that  the  plaiotif 
could  not  open  the  same,  or  go  <v 
enter  at  the  same  into  the  said  iim« 
and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  tfafli 
knocked  and  rapped  at  and  stniA 
the  said  door,  in  order  to,  and  dil 
therehy,  make  a  loud  noise  at  th> 
said  door,  with  intent  and  in  orte 
that  such  noise  should  and  vo^ 
be,  and  the  same  then  accordiQgif 
was,  heard  hy  the  defendant  and 
her  servants  then  being  in  the  nU 
inn,  and  also  with  intent  and  in 
order  that  the  defendant,  then  bong 
in  the  said  inn,  should  and  mii^ 
then  open  the  said  door,  and  suftr 
and  permit  the  plaintiff  to  entar 
into,  and  to  stay,  lodge,  and  be  ac- 
commodated in  the  said  inn  lot  mi 


J 
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defendant's  inn  at  ten  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  17th  of 
May,  1843,  and,  the  outer  door  of  the  inn  being  fastened, 


during  the  said  nigbt,  and  also  suf- 
fer and  permit  the  said  horse  then 
to  be  taken  and  led  into,  and  remain 
and  be  fed  and  taken  care  of  in, 
the  said  stable  for  and  during  the 
said  night,  and  the  plaintiff  there- 
by then  required  the  defendant  to 
open  the  said  door,  and  to  suffer 
and  permit  the  plaintiff  to  enter 
intOy  and  to  stay,  lodge,  and  be  ac- 
commodated in,  the  said  inn,  and 
also  to  suffer  and  permit  the  said 
horse  to  be  taken  and  led  into,  and 
remain  and  be  fed  and  taken  care 
of  in,  the  said  stable;  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  then  ready  and  willing  to 
paj  to  the  defendant  a  reasonable 
anm  of  money  for  such  lodging  and 
accommodation  for  himself,  the 
^aintiff,  and  also  for  the  said  horse 
being  taken  and  led  into,  and  re- 
maining and  being  fed  and  taken 
care  of  in,  the  said  stable  as  afore- 
aaid;  and  the  plaintiff  was  then 
also  ready  and  willing  to  have  and 
vould  have  tendered  and  offered  to 
tibe  defendant  to  pay  her  such  rea- 
sonable sum  of  money  as  aforesaid; 
bol  the  plaintiff  whilst  he  was  at 
iSbm  said  inn  as  aforesaid,  neither 
did  nor  could  see  or  hear  either  the 
defendant  or  any  other  proper  per- 
in  that  behalf  to  whom  he,  the 
linti^  could  or  might  or  ought  to 
hare  tendered  or  offered  to  pay  the 
aame,  whereby  he  the  plaintiff  was 
altogether  hindered  and  prevented 
from  tendering  or  offering  to  pay 
the  same,  as,  but  for  the  premises, 
he  would  have  done;  and  although 
the  defendant  then,  and  whilst  the 
plaintiff  was  at  the  said  inn  as 
aforesaid,  and  knocking  and  rap- 
ping at  and  striking  the  said  door 


as  aforesaid,  and  making  such  noise 
as  aforesaid,  with  the  intent  and  for 
the  purpose  in  that  behalf  afore- 
said, to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  heard  the  said  knocking, 
rapping,  striking,  and  noise,  and 
had  notice  of  all  and  every  the 
facts,  matters,  and  premises  afore- 
said; and  although  there  was  then 
full  and  sufficient  time  for  the  de- 
fendant and  her  said  servants  to 
have  opened  the  said  door,  and  to 
have  admitted  the  plaintiff  into  the 
said  inn,  whilst  he  the  plaintiff  so 
was  and  remained  at  thesaid  door, 
and  there  was  also  then  sufficient 
room  in  the  said  inn  for  the  lodg- 
ing, accommodation,  and  enter- 
tainment of  the  plaintiff  therein, 
and  there  was  then  also  sufficient 
room  in  the  said  stable  for  the 
accommodation,  feeding,  keeping, 
and  taking  care  of  the  said  horse 
therein:  yet  the  defendant,  not 
regarding  her  duty  as  such  inn- 
keeper as  aforesaid,  but  contriving, 
and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  in- 
tending, to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  put  him  to  great  trouble  and  ex- 
pense, annoyance,  distress,  and  in- 
convenience, did  not  nor  would, 
when  or  at  any  time  whilst  the 
plaintiff  was  at  the  said  inn  as 
aforesaid,  and  was  endeavouring  to 
obtain  admission  therein  as  afore- 
said, open  the  said  door,  or  suffer  or 
permit  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  or 
be  accommodated  in  the  said  inn,  or 
suffer  or  permit  the  said  horse  to 
go  or  be  taken  or  led  into,  or  to  be 
fed  or  taken  care  of  in,  the  said 
stable,  but  wholly  refused  and  ne- 
glected so  to  do;  and,  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  then  kept  and  con- 
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the  plaintiff  knocked  and  made  a  noise^  in  order  that  he 
should  be  admitted  as  a  guest^  and  that  the  plaintiff  would 
have  tendered  a  reasonable  sum  for  his  accommodatum, 
but  could  not  see  or  hear  any  proper  person  to  whom  to 
offer  payment;  and  that,  although  the  defendant  heiii 
the  plaintiff  knocking  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  had 
notice  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  and  although  there  m 
sufficient  time  for  the  defendant  and  her  servants  to  kre 
admitted  the  plaintiff,  and  sufficient  room  in  the  inn  ftr 
his  accommodation,  yet  the  defendant  would  not  admit  Ae 


tinued  the  said  door  shut,  closed, 
barred,  and  fastened  as  aforesaid ; 
and  also  kept  the  windows  of  the 
said  inn  closed,  and  wholly  ne- 
glected and  refused  to,  and  did  not 
in  any  manner  whatever,  give  an- 
swer to,  speak  to,  or  notice  the 
plaintiff  when  or  at  the  time  whilst 
he  was  at  the  said  inn  as  aforesaid, 
or  the  said  knocking  and  rapping 
at  and  striking  the  said  door,  or 
the  said  noise  so  made  as  afore- 
said ;  by  means  whereof  the  plain- 
tiff was  forced  and  obliged  to,  and 
necessarily  did,  quit  and  go  away 
from  the  said  inn,  and  in  the  said 
carriage,  drawn  by  the  said  horse, 
go  and  travel  in  the  night-time 
divers,  to  wit,  fifteen  miles,  in  or- 
der to  procure  elsewhere  lodging 
and  refreshment  and  accommoda- 
tion for  himself  and  the  said  horse; 
and,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the 
plaintiff  was  put  to  great  trouble, 
inconvenience,  and  expense  of  his 
monies,  and  was  delayed  in  his 
journey,  and  was  necessarily  obliged 
to  expend,  and  did  expend,  a  large 
sum,  to  wit,  5l.y  in  and  about  the 
additional  hire  of  the  said  horse 
and  carriage;  and  otherwise,  by 
means  of  the  premises,  the  plain- 
tiff hath  been  and  is  greatly  an- 


noyed, distressed,  injured,  and  4* 
maged,  to  the  plaintiff's  dunge 
of  20^ ;  and  thereupon  he  hap 
suit,"  &c. 

Second  PUa, — And  for  a  ftete 
plea  in  this  behalf  the  defaido^ 
saith,  that  she  did  not  bear  tb 
said  knocking,  rapping,  strikiag^ 
or  noise  in  the  declaration  ■»- 
tioned,  nor  had  she  notice  if  wuf 
of  the  said  facts,  matters,  orpn- 
mises  in  the  declaration  mentiooely 
in  manner  and  form  as  the  pUiMiT 
hath  in  his  said  declaration  in  M 
behalf  alleged ;  and  of  this  ih» 
puts  herself  upon  the  countiy,  &c» 

Third  PUa.— And  for  a  foftlM- 
plea  in  this  behalf  the  defcndtft 
saith,  that  there  was  not  at  Ai 
said  time  when  &c^  in  the  dsdi^ 
ation  mentioned,  sofBcientiMBii 
the  said  inn  for  the  lodgings  »* 
commodation,  or  entertainmeil  iT 
the  plaintiff  therein,  nor  suflfeM 
room  in  the  said  stable  ftr  lb» 
accommodation,  feeding, 
or  taking  care  of  the  said 
therein,  in  manner  and  form  si  i^ 
the  said  declaration  is  in  that 
half  alleged ;  and  of  this  the 
fendant  puts  herself  upon 
country,  &c. 
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into  the  inn ;  by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff  was         1844. 
»ot  to  trouble,  inconvenience,  and  expense.  Hawthork 

Pleas : — 1st,  not  guilty ;  2nd,  that  the  defendant  did  not  „  ^' 
iieftr  the  knocking  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  nor  had 
he  notice  of  any  of  the  premises  in  the  declaration  men- 
kmed,  (concluding  to  the  country);  3rd,  that  there  was 
lot  room  in  the  inn  for  the  plaintiff's  accommodation, 
concluding  to  the  country). 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  kept  the  Wheel  Inn  at 
n^orfield,  which  is  on  the  road  between  Bridgenorth  and 
Kidderminster,  and  that,  on  the  17th  of  May,  1843,  the 
plaintiff  and  his  brother  arrived  in  a  gig  at  the  defendant's 
inn  at  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  at  night,  and  that  the 
inn  was  shut  up,  and  that  the  plaintiff^s  brother  got  out  of 
the  gig,  and  knocked  with  his  fist,  and  kicked  with  his  foot, 
stthe  door  of  the  inn  for  ten  minutes  or  a  quarter  of  an 
hoar,  but  without  being  able  to  obtain  admission;  and 
fbat  the  plaintiff  and  his  brother  then  went  away,  and  tried 
to  obtain  accommodation  at  a  beer-house,  but  that  being 
All,  they  returned   again  to   the   defendant's   inn,   and 
igam  knocked,  without  being  able  to  obtain  admission ;  in 
consequence  of  which  they  were  obliged  to  go  on  to  Bridge- 
north. 

Pabke,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — There  is  no  doubt  that 
tto  law  is,  that  a  person  who  keeps  a  public  inn  is  bound 
to  admit  all  persons  who  apply  peaceably  to  be  admitted  as 
PKsts.  You  will  therefore  have  to  say  whether  you  are 
••tisfied  that  the  noise  made  by  the  plaintiff's  brother  was 
l^attf  heard  by  the  defendant ;  and  if  so,  whether  you 
flunk  that  she  ought  to  have  concluded  from  it  that  the 
(caons  so  knocking  at  the  door  were  persons  requiring  to 
^  admitted  as  guests,  or  whether  she  might  have  con- 
ned that  they  were  drunken  persons,  who  had  come 
fl^Cfo  to  make  a  disturbance.  You  will  take  the  case  into 
Jonr  consideration,  and  find,  by  your  verdict,  whether  you 

^k  that  the  noise  made  at  the  door  implied  that  the 
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persons  who  made  it  wanted  to  be  admitted  as  gaests  or 

not. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  tlunl 

issuesj  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  second 

issue  (i). 

TVhateley  and  fVhitmore,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.^  and  Godson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Hawthorfif  and  Nichott$.'] 

{h)  See  the  case  of  Rex  v.  IvenM^     for  not  receiving  a  guest,  Id.  21^ 
7  C.  &  P.  213;  and  the  form  of  an     n.  (a), 
indictment  against  an  innkeeper 


March  ISth.  DuMELOW  V.  Lees. 

By  the  stat  48  UeBT  On  the  stat.  48  Geo.  3^  c.  cx^  (loo.  and  pers.)^  fiv 
(loc.  and^pert.)!  ^  Penalty  of  50/.,  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  the  de- 
*fTir"c*urt  of  f*^^^^^^>  ^y  ^^8  having  acted  as  a  commissioner  in  the 
Request  at         Court  of  Rcqucst  at  Wednesbury,  without  being  duly  q»- 

Wednesbury  is,,^,  ,         ,.  ,v        t^,  -t    t   -t     ±    f,'^  ^   .    n 

liable  to  a  pe-    lificd  Under  that  act  (a). — ^Plea,  nil  debet,  ''by  statute* 

nalty  of  50/.  if 
he  acts  without 

having  a  qualification  of  50/.  a  year  in  real  property,  or  1500/.  in  personals,  or  2o/.  a  yetr  mi 
and  1000/.  personal  property,  *'  above  all  charges  and  incumbrances  whatsoever,*'  the  proof  cf 
which  qualification  is,  by  that  statute,  to  lie  on  him  in  any  action  against  him  for  the  penaltj^- 
Heldj  that  the  words  "  above  all  charges  and  incumbrances  whatsoever"  do  not  mean  beyM^ 
payment  of  all  his  debts,  but  only  apply  to  specific  charges  on  the  property  in  respect  of  vliiBk 
he  claims  to  be  qualified.  Held^  also,  that,  in  such  actions,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  defeodol 
shews  that  he  has  property  to  the  required  amount,  and  that  it  is  not  incumbent  on  him  to  gilt 
any  evidence  with  a  view  of  shewing  that  the  property  is  not  encumbered. 


(a)  The  declaration  was  in  the 
following  form: — "For  that  where- 
as the  defendant,  after  the  passing 
of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament, 
made  and  passed  in  the  forty- 
eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third, 
intitled,  [it  here  set  out  the  title  of 
the  stat.  48  Geo.  3,  c.  ex,  (loc. 
and  pers.)],  and  before  the  com- 


mencement of  this  niit,  to  wit|  * 
the  7th  day  of  November,  a.d.  1^ 
in  the  coimty  of  StafTord,  did  pic 
sume  to  act  and  did  act  as  a  oos* 
missioner  in  the  execution  of  ^ 
said  act,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  bel^ 
ing  and  determining  of  a  certtis 
cause  depending  in  the  Coart  v 
Request  for  the  townships  of  ^ 
ston  and  Willenhall,  and  tbe  p^ 


I 
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OS  opened  by  Godson,  for  the  plaintiff,  that,  by  the 
i  Gteo,  3,  c.  ex,  (loc.  and  pers.),  which  was  intitled, 
Lct  for  the  more  easy  and  speedy  recovery  of  small 
within  the  township  of  Wolverhampton,  and  the 
parishes  and  places  therein  mentioned,  in  the 
of  Stafford,^'  commissioners  were  appointed  to  hear 
:enmne  plaints  concerning  such  debts  in  a  summary 
1  two  separate  and  distinct  jurisdictions;  ''one 
^on  to  extend  to  the  townships  of  Wolverhamp- 
1  Wednesfield,  and  the  several  parishes  of  Brewood, 
jhom,  Bushbury,  and  Penn ;  and  the  other  jurisdic- 
extend  to  the  several  townships  of  Bilston  and  Wil- 
f  and  the  parishes  of  Wednesbury  and  Darlastone, 
the  manor  of  Bradley,  in  the  said  township  of  Bil- 


1844. 


Wednesbury  and  Darlas- 
iie  county  of  Stafford,  con- 
and  established  under  and 
i  of  the  said  act,  in  which 
16  Simeon  Constable  was 

and  one  John  Westley 
ndant,  and  in  then  making 
I  order  in  the  said  cause, 
it  was  ordered  by  the  said 
nongst  other  things,  that 
John  Westley  should  pay 
:lerk  of  that  court,  at  his 

Bilston,  for  the  use  of  the 
leon  Constable,  1/.  debt, 
d.  costs,  in  manner  therein 
ed,  he  the  defendant,  at  the 
his  so  acting,  not  being  a 
Ider,  and  not  being  then 
1  of  a  real  estate  of  the 
innal  value  of  50/.,  or  of 
lal  estate  of  the  value  of 
nr  of  a  real  estate  of  the 
Dual  value  of  25/.,  together 
wnonal  estate  of  the  vahie 
/.,  above  all  charges  and 
"anGes  whatsoever,  contrary 
9nn  of  the  statute  in  such 
ide  and  provided,  whereby 


and  by  force  of  the  said  statute  the 
defendant  forfeited  for  his  said  of- 
fence the  said  sum  of  50/.,  and 
thereby  and  by  force  of  the  said 
statute  an  action  hath  accrued  to 
the  plaintiff  to  demand  and  have 
of  and  from  the  defendant  the  said 
sum  of  50/.,  being  the  said  sum 
above  demanded;  yet  the  defend- 
ant hath  not  paid  the  said  sum 
above  demanded,  or  any  part  there- 
of, but  hath  hitherto  wholly  refused 
and  still  doth  refuse  so  to  do,  and 
thereupon  the  plaintiff  brings  his 
suit,"  &c. 

In  the  case  of  Fife  v.  Bouafield^ 
£.  T.,  1844,  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that,  in 
an  action  for  any  penalty  or  for- 
feiture, the  declaration  must  con- 
clude '*  against  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute," and  that,  if  it  does  not  do  so, 
it  is  bad  even  after  verdict ;  but 
that,  where  the  penalty  or  forfeiture 
is  by  the  statute  to  be  sued  for  by 
the  party  grieved,  the  venue  is  not 
restricted  to  the  proper  county  by 
the  Stat  21  Jac.  1,  c.  4. 
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8ton/'  The  style  of  the  latter  court  beings  "  The  Cooit  of 
Request  for  the  Townships  of  Bilston  and  Willenhalli  and 
the  Parishes  of  Wednesbury  and  Darlastone,  in  the  comity 
of  Staflford/'  By  sect.  7  of  that  act,  it  is  enacted,  "  Thi* 
no  person  shall  be  qualified  to  act  as  a  commissioner  in  the 
execution  of  this  act,  unless  he  shall  at  the  time  of  acting 
be  a  householder,  and  possessed  of  a  real  estate  of  the  deir 
annual  value  of  50/.,  or  of  personal  estate  of  the  ralue  d 
1500/.,  or  of  a  real  estate  of  the  clear  annual  value  of  2S1, 
together  with  a  personal  estate  of  the  value  of  1000/.,  abm 
all  charges  and  incttmbrances  whatsoever ;  and  if  any  person 
not  being  so  qualified  shall  presume  to  act  as  a  commii- 
sioner,  every  such  person  shall,  for  every  such  oflTence,  (ofcr 
and  above  any  punishment  he  may  be  subject  and  liable  tD 
for  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury),  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of 
50/.,  together  with  full  costs  of  suit,  to  any  person  or  po^ 
sons  who  shall  sue  for  the  same  in  any  of  his  Majestf'i 
Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster,  by  action  of  debt  or  on 
the  case,  or  by  bill,  plaint,  or  information,  wherein  no 
essoign,  protection,  wager  of  law,  or  more  than  one  imps^ 
lance  shall  be  allowed;  and  in  every  such  action,  biD, 
plaint,  or  information,  the  proof  of  such  qualification  shiO 
be  on  the  defendant ;  and  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  or  prosecutor  to  prove,  that  the  person  so  sued  or 
prosecuted  had  acted  as  a  commissioner  in  the  execution 
of  this  act :  Provided  nevertheless,  that  all  judgments^ 
orders,  decrees,  acts,  and  proceedings  of  all  and  every  pe^ 
son  and  persons  acting  as  a  commissioner  or  commissionen 
in  the  execution  of  this  act,  though  not  duly  qualified  ai 
aforesaid,  previous  to  his  or  their  being  convicted  of  waA 
offence,  shall,  notwithstanding  such  conviction,  be  as  good, 
valid,  and  effectual,  as  if  such  person  or  persons  had  been 
duly  qualified  according  to  the  directions  of  this  acL'^  It 
would  be  distinctly  shewn  that  the  defendant  had,  on  the 
7th  of  November,  1843,  acted  as  a  commissioner  at  the 
Court  of  Request  at  Wednesbury,  in  a  case  of  5f««» 
Constable  against  John  fVestley;   and  although,  by  the 


OXFORD  SPRING  CTRCUIT,  7  VICT. 


411 


act,  the  proof  of  qualification  lay  on  the  defendant^  he 
■hoald,  in  anticipation  of  the  defence^  give  some  evidence 
to  ahew  that  the  defendant  was  not  duly  qualified  to  act  as 
a  commissioner. 


1844. 


It  was  proved,  by  a  witness  named  Topham,  that,  on  the 

7th  of  November,  1843,  the  defendant  was  at  the  Court  of 

Bequest  at  Wcdnesbury,  and  sat  with  the  commissioners, 

and  acted  as  their  chairman,  on  the  hearing  of  a  case  of 

Comstable  v.  Westley ;  and  Mr. Wilton,  the  clerk  of  Mr.Wil- 

lim,  the  clerk  of  the  Court  of  Bequest,  produced  the  book 

af  the  proceedings  of  the  court,  in  which  there  was  an  entry 

of  the  case  of  Ckmstable  v.  Westley,  and  an  order  of  the  court 

for  Westley  to  pay  to  the  clerk  of  the  court,  for  the  use  of 

Constable,  1/.  debt,  and  Ts,  Id.  costs;  and  the  entries  of  the 

proceedings  of  the  court  on  that  day  were  signed  by  the 

present  defendant,  as  chairman  (b).     With  a  view  of  dis« 

proving  the  defendant's  qualification,  Mr.  Kenrick,  who 

had  been  a  partner  with  the  defendant  as  a  coach-smith 

ioid  spring  maker,  was  called ;  and  he  stated,  that  the  de- 

liandant  had  private  property  of  his  own,  consisting  of  real 

ealate,  which  he  inherited  from  his  father,  worth  more 

than  25/.  a  year ;  that  his  house  had  costly  furniture ;  and 

that,  in  their  partnership,  the  defendant  had  two-thirds  of 


(6)  By  sect.  14  of  the  stat.  48 
Geo.  3,  c.  ex,  (loc.  and  pers.),  it  is 
enacted,  "  That  the  said  respective 
eoBimissionen  shall,  and  they  are 
bcieby  required  to  make  or  cause 
to  be  made  fair  and  regular  entries 
In  a  book  or  books,  to  be  provided 
hf  tbem  for  that  purpose,  of  all 
ibe  judgments,  acts,  orders,  direc- 
tions, regulations,  and  proceedings 
of  tbem  the  said  respective  com- 
ninionen,  relative  to  the  execu* 
tion  of  the  several  powers  and  au- 
thorities vested  in  them  by  this  act, 
and  also  of  tbe  names  of  the  com- 
miaiioners  who  shall  be  present  at 


their  respective  meetings;  and  such 
entries  shall  be  signed  by  the  chair- 
man of  each  respective  meeting, 
and  such  entries,  when  to  signed, 
aud  such  book  and  books  shall  be 
allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence  in 
proof  of  the  proceedings  of  such 
respective  courts  in  all  courts  what- 
soever." And  by  sect.  53  of  the 
same  statute  it  is  enacted,  "That 
this  act  shall  be  deemed  and  taken 
to  be  a  pubKc  act,  and  shall  be  ju- 
dicially taken  notice  of  as  such  hy 
all  judges,  justices,  and  others, with- 
out being  specially  pleaded." 
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1844.  the  stock  in  trade,  which,  in  the  year  1827,  was  worth 
60001.,  and  was  increased  in  the  year  1842 ;  but,  in  conie- 
quence  of  some  differences,  their  partnership  affairs  were 
the  subject  of  a  suit  in  Chancery. 

Parke,  B. — By  this  act  of  Parliament,  a  commissioner 
is  to  have  a  qualification  of  50/.  a  year  real  estate,  w 
1500/.  personal  property,  or  25/.  a  year  real  estate,  and 
1000/.  in  personalty.  Clear  yearly  value  of  an  estate 
means,  its  value  above  all  taxes  and  charges  on  the  estate. 

Godson. — As  the  debts  of  a  trader  as  much  affect  hii 
real  as  his  personal  estate,  I  propose  to  ask  Mr.  Kenricki 
whether  the  biUs  of  the  firm  have  not  been  dishonoured. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  defendant,  when  he  acted  as  a  com- 
missioner, had  a  real  estate  of  50/.  a  year,  or  a  personal 
estate  of  1500JL  value,  or  a  real  estate  of  26/.  a  year  and 
personal  estate  of  1000/.,  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  qnir 
lified  to  act  as  a  commissioner,  even  if  he  was  insolvent  at 
the  time.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  legislature  has  not  pro- 
vided for  that  case,  by  not  saying,  "  over  and  above  the 
payment  of  his  just  debts.''  If  it  should  become  neces- 
sary, I  would  reserve  the  point.  You  may  ask  whether  the 
partnership  was  in  debt,  unless  you  call  on  me  to  decide 
the  point  here. 

Godson, — I  propose  to  ask  Mr.  Eenrick,  whether  bills  (►^ 
the  firm  had  not  been  dishonoured  in  the  year  1842. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  this  ques^ 
tion,  unless  the  bills  were  produced. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  question  cannot  be  put  without 
production  of  the  bills. 

The  question  was  not  put. 
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Godson  proposed  to  ask,  whether^  in  the  year  1842,  the         1844. 
firm  had  not  been  sued  for  partnership  debts.  Dumelow 


Td^fburdf  Serjt. — That  cannot  be  asked  without  produc- 
tion of  the  writ  by  which  the  firm  was  sued. 

Parke,  B. — ^You  cannot  ask  that. 

The  question  was  not  put. 

Mr.  Kenrick  further  stated,  that  he  had  never  heard 
firom  the  defendant  that  there  was  any  mortgage  on  his 
property,  nor  that  he  had  ever  granted  any  annuity  on  it ; 
and  Mr.  Kenrick  also  said,  that,  if  he  were  offered  1800/. 
for  his  one-third  share  of  the  partnership  property,  he 
should  be  sorry  to  take  it. 

Parke,  B.,  (to  the  jury). — It  is  not  disputed  that  the 
defendant  is  a  householder;  and,  if  you  believe  the  last 
witness,  there  is  complete  proof  that  he  is  qualified. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  W.  •/.  Alexander,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — JFatt^,  and  Willim,'] 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 


V. 

Lxss. 


BEFORE   LORD    DENMAN,   C.   J.,   PATTE80N,   J.,    AND  April  I9lh. 

WIGHTMAN,   J. 

Godson  applied  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that,  by 
the  stat.  48  Geo.  3,  c.  ex,  s.  7,  the  proof  of  qualification 
hy  on  the  defendant,  and  that,  although  the  witness  that 
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1844.  had  been  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  disprove  the 
defendant's  qualification  had  not  done  so^  it  still  lay  on 
the  defendant^  not  only  to  prove  that  he  had  property  to 
the  required  amount,  but  that  it  was  '^  above  all  charges 
and  incumbrances,"  which  word  "charges,"  as  he  sub- 
mitted, included  debts. 

Lord  Denm AN,  C.  J. — The  word  '^  charges  "  would  mean 
mortgages,  and  the  like. 

Godson. — There  should  have  been  some  proof  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  to  shew  his  property  unencumberei 
By  the  act  of  Parliament  the  onus  probandi  is  thrown  on 
him. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  the  defendant  had  no  debtii 
how  could  he  prove  that  ? 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — Debts  are  not  a  charge  or  incumbrance. 
That  is  my  diflBculty. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — How  would  you  reckon  debts  due 
to  him? 

Godson. — I  submit,  that,  on  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of 
Parliament,  an  onus  is  thrown  on  the  defendant  of  shew- 
ing that  he  had  property  of  the  required  amount,  and  thst 
it  is  not  covered  by  charges  or  incumbrances. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  think  that  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  judge  at  the  trial  was  right.  The  words  "  above 
all  charges  and  incumbrances  whatsoever"  are  an  inteUigible 
phrase,  meaning  specific  charges  on  the  property  in  ques- 
tion.    How  can  a  defendant  prove  that  there  are  none? 

Patteson,  J. — The  onus  on  the  defendant  is  to  shew 
that  he  has  property  to  the  required  amount. 

Rule  refused. 
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{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    MB.    JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


Ai 


Beoina  v.  Peter  Stanton.  March  14th, 


SSAULTj  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape. — The  first  count  On  an  indict. 

of  the  indictment  charged  the  defendant  with  assaulting  ^ruit^wlth 

Emma  Brown,  on  the  24th  of  February,  1844,  with  intent  '"5*"^  *°  «»"?- 

'  J^  '  mit  a  rape,  the 

to  ravish  her.     Second  count  for  a  common  assault.  prosecutrix 

The  prosecutrix,  Emma  Brown,  stated,  ^'  I  am  the  wife  defendant,  her 

of  William  Brown.    The  defendant  was  our  medical  at-  belnjui""' 

tendant  for  fifteen  months.     He  attended  me  for  bleeding  bcd-room,  di- 

rected  her  to 

piles.     He  wished  me  to  go  with  him  to  Birmingham  to  lean  forward  on 

consult  another  medical  man,  Mr.  Ingleby.     I  went  with  might' apply  an 

him  on  the  15th  of  February,  1844,  to  Mr.  Ingleby.  After  d^i^^a^^'the 

that  the  defendant  said  he  must  give  me  an  injection.    On  injection  having 

the  24th  of  February  the  defendant  came  to  our  house  at  she  found  the 

ten  o'clock  at  night.    I  went  up  stairs  to  my  own  bed-  JrocefdiV^^^^ 

xoom,  and  the  defendant  went  up  with  me :  there  was  a  ^*^*  *  criminal 

.  ,  connexion  with 

light  in  the  room.     He  said  he  was  ordered  to  give  this  her,  upon  which 

injection,  and  he  said  I  must  place  my  head  on  the  bed,  rai^'d  heneif 

mnd  my  feet  on  the  floor,  and  I  did  so,  and  my  clothes  were  "Pi  *"** ""  **"' 

•up  over  my  back.     He  was  in  the  room  behind  me,  and  he  she  stated  that 

^hen  began  to  use  the  injection,  and  I  felt  the  water  run-  had  penetrated 

:3iiiig  cold  on  my  legs.    This  lasted  five  minutes.    I  was  \\xx\^^*^hm 

^ing  to  raise  myself  up,  and  he  said,  'Put  your  head  on  that  if  it  had 

"the  bed,  and  do  not  stir  for  a  moment.'  I  have  had  injec-  the  defendant 

"tions  before,  and  they  do  keep  persons  still  for  a  little  while  to  have  "bad  a 

sfter  they  are  applied.    As  I  lay  I  perceived  something  very  ^"on'J^'^jijc 

^arm  against  my  person;  I  resisted,  and  rose  up  from  the  bed  prosecutrix  by 

,  forcey  the  com* 

and  said, '  Doctor,  what  do  you  mean?'   His  small-clothea  piete  offence  of 

rape  wouldy 
upon  this  eVi- 

^ence,  have  been  proved,  but  that  the  thus  getting  possession  of  the  person  of  the  woman  by 
surprise  was  not  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape^  but  was  an  assault. 


Stanton. 
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1844.         were  quite  open,  and  I  saw  his  naked  person.    I  then  ran 
^  down  stairs  and  fell  on  a  chair,  and  he  rushed  out  of  the 

Rboina 

V.  house.     I  felt  the  parts  of  the  defendant  enter  mme  just 

a  Uttle.'^ 

Coleridge,  J. — If  there  was  force  the  full  crime  was 
complete. 

The  prosecutrix  further  stated  that  she  complained  to 
her  husband  the   same   evening;  but  it  appeared  that 
neither  she  nor  her  husband  went  before  any  magistrate 
till  the  5th  of  March. 


Whitmore  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant,  and  cob:*-' 
tended  that  the  whole  charge  was  entirely  unfounded. 


CoLERiDOE,  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^An  assault  with  i 
tent  to  commit  a  rape  is  very  different  fix>m  an  assault  wL 
intent  to  have  an  improper  connexion.  The  former  is  wi 
intent  to  have  a  connexion  by  force ;  but  here,  accordi 
to  the  statement  of  the  prosecutrix,  the  defendant  desists 
the  moment  she  resists,  and  at  most  it  could  only  be  an 
attempt  by  surprise  to  get  possession  of  the  person  of  the 
prosecutrix  (a),  and  that  is  not  an  assault  with  intent  to 
conunit  a  rape,  but  is  an  assault.    If  in  this  case  the  de- 
fendant had  intended  to  have  effected  his  purpose  by  foro^ 
the  complete  offence  of  rape  would  have  been  proved,  as  the 
prosecutrix  states  that  the  defendant  penetrated  her  per- 
son ;  and  as  the  smallest  penetration  is  su£Scient  to  consti- 
tute the  complete  offence  of  rape  (6),  the  defendant  would,  if 
force  had  been  proved  to  have  been  used^  have  been  en- 
titled to  be  acquitted  on  this  indictment,  on  the  groond 


(a)  See  the  cases  of  Regina  v.  {h)  See  the  case  of  RegiM  v* 

Saunders,  8  C.  &  P.  265  ;    and      Lines,  ante,  p.  393. 


Etgma  v.  Williams,  Id.  286. 
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that  the  felony  had  been  proved  against  him ;  but  another        1844. 
important  question  is  whether  the  defendant  committed      "r^^J^ 
any  assault  at  all  on  the  prosecutrix.  v. 

Stanton. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
Allen  and  JVoolrich,  for  the  prosecution. 
WhUmore,  for  the  defendant. 

[Atlorniea — CoUU,  and  Rogers^] 


SHROPSHIRE  ASSIZES. 


{Crofwn  Side), 

BEFORE    BARON    PARKE. 


Reoina  V.  William  Mole.  March  18M. 

•^-'ARCENY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing,  on  A.  picked  up 
^e  lOth  of  January,  1844,  a  purse,  and  three  sovereigns,  which  c*on?ain-* 
^d  eighteen  shillings,  the  property  of  Thomas  Weaver,  at  ^^  money,  on  a 
^le  parish  of  Cleobury  Mortimer.  along  which 

It  appeared  that  the  wife  of  the  prosecutor  had  lost  the  viousiy  tia- 
Pnne  containing  the  money  as  she  was  proceeding  by  the  AVwnvcr^ed^  * 
f^oach  from  Cleobury  Mortimer  to  Bewdlev,  and  that  when  ?^^®  P""®  *"** 

•^  ^  .  *  .         *'  contents  to 

%he  asked  the  prisoner  if  he  had  picked  up  a  purse  with  bis  own  use  :— 
Mme  money,  and  her  husband  said  to  the  prisoner  that  ceny/and  that 
lie  would  give  him  a  sovereign  if  he  would  give  him  the  ^^iJ)"  but^not 
money,  the  prisoner  said  he  had  never  had  the  luck  to  criminally. 

J^  '^  ,  ,  .  If  there  had 

pick  up  a  purse.     Another  witness  proved  that  the  pri-  been  any  mark 
aoner  came  to  his  house  on  the  12th  of  January,  and  said  whiciftheownc^ 
that  he  had  found  a  purse  with  some  money  in  it  at  the  5°"**^  ^*7®  ^*" 

*^  •'  knowD,  It 

bottom  of  Hungry  Hill-bank,  which  is  on  the  turnpike-  would  have 

been  otherwise. 
VOL,  I.  E  E  N.  P. 
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184-J.  road^  and  a  coach  going  firom  Cleobmy  Martiiner  to  Beid- 
ley  would  pass  by  the  place.  He  said  that  he  toumi  it 
on  the  Wednesday  before^  (the  10th),  and  that  a  faroad 
wheel  had  gone  over  it,  and  he  kicked  it  with  his  foot,  and 
turned  back  and  saw  that  it  was  a  purse  with  some  money; 
and  on  this,  witness  asking  him,  on  the  Friday  after,  iriut 
sort  of  a  purse  it  was,  the  prisoner  said  it  was  a  greenidi 
like  sort  of  a  knit  purse,  with  a  clasp  at  the  top,  and  that 
he  took  care  to  throw  the  purse  away  where  it  should  not  be 
found ;  and  that  he  gave  his  wife  309.,  and  she  bought  some 
bricks  with  part  of  it,  and  he  laid  out  near  12^.  on  a  mare 
that  he  had  that  was  bad. — ^Another  witness  said,  ''I  toU 
the  prisoner  that  I  had  heard  that  he  (the  prisoner)  had 
found  some  money,  and  the  prisoner  then  told  me  to  nt 
down,  and  he  would  tell  me  the  truth.  I  sat  down,  and  he 
told  me  that  he  was  going  to  Cleobury  on  the  Wednesday 
morning  before,  and  he  picked  up  a  purse,  and  he  looked 
in  it,  and  there  were  three  sovereigns  and  eighteen  shil- 
lings in  it,  and  he  said  he  shot  it  into  his  hand,  and  flong 
the  purse  away.  He  said  there  was  a  person  with  him,  hot 
he  did  not  see  him  pick  up  the  purse.'' 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  mark  on  the  purse,  and  no 
owner  known.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  prisoner  in- 
tended to  apply  it  to  his  own  use,  but  that  per  se  doesaot 
make  him  a  thief. 

Huddlestony  for  the  prosecution,  cited  the  caae  of  Btfi^ 

V.  Peters  {a), 

Parke,  B. — This  purse  is  found  in  a  place  where  it  mif^ 
reasonably  be  presumed  that  the  owner  did  not  know  whtf< 
it  would  be  found,  and  where  the  person  owning  it  did  b^^ 
know  where  to  find  it;  and  I  think  that  a  person  taldog 
property  under  the  circumstances  proved  in  this  case  is  ^ 

/ 

y 

(a)  Ante,  p.  245 ;  and  see,  also,  2,  p.  11  et  seq.,  where  the  an^ 
Oreav.  ed.  of  Russ.  C.  &  M.,  vol.      ities  on  this  tohjecC  are  oolbetp^ 
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liable  criminally^  though  he  is  civilly^  and  I  take  the  law  to 
be  that  the  prisoner  is  not  guilty  of  a  felony^  though  he  did 
take  this  property  with  an  intent  to  convert  it  to  his  own 
use.  My  impression  upon  the  subject  is^  that  this  a  case 
of  pure  finding.  There  is^  no  doubt^  a  qualification  of  the 
rule,  if  there  is  a  mark  on  the  property  by  which  the  owner 

can  be  known. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prosecution. 

£AUoniiet  for  the  prosecution—  Wmnall  ^  PritchardJ] 
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{Croum  Side), 


BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


M 


Regina  V,  Charles  Lewis. 


March  22nd, 


ing  him  and  casting  him  on  the  ground. 


ANSLAUGHTER. —  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  Onanindict- 
tnanslaughter^  in  killing  John  Freece^  by  striking  and  beat-  slaughter  by  ' 

beating,  it  ap- 
peared that  the 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  and  deceased,  and  a  num-  deceased  had 

*  IT*  !••        diedofadi«- 

ber  of  other  persons,  were  at  a  dance  at  the  Boat  public-  location  of  the 
house  at  Byford,  on  the  night  of  Saturday  the  31st  of  July,  ^ays  after  fight- 
1843,  and  that  the  dance  having  lasted  till  after  twelve  *"?  ^**  '*»« 

'  °  prisoner : — 

o'clock  on  that  night,  the  deceased  challenged  the  prisoner  ^eid,  that,  if 
to  fight  him,  which  the  prisoner  declined  doing ;   upon  not  satisfied 

that  the  death 
of  the  deceased 
was  cmnted  by  the  prisoner,  they  might  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  an  assault  under  the  stat. 
1  VSet.  c.  85,  and  that,  with  a  view  to  a  conviction  on  that  statute,  it  was  immaterial  that  the 
deceaaed  waa  the  challenger  in  the  fight,  and  that  it  did  not  appear  which  party  struck  the  first 
blow. 

If  two  parties  go  out  to  strike  one  another,  and  do  so,  it  is  an  assault  in  both,  and  it  is  quite 
iaaaloiial  which  atrikes  the  first  blow. 

E  E  2 
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1844.  which  the  deceased  took  off  his  braces^  and^  having  stn^ 
ped  them  round  him^  went  out  of  the  house.  The  piitoner 
did  not  follow  him^  and  he  came  back,  and  again  dial- 
lenged  the  prisoner,  and  a  fight  took  place  between  them. 
How  it  commenced  did  not  appear;  but,  after  some  bkm 
on  both  sides,  the  prisoner  and  deceased  wrestled,  and  boA 
fell,  the  deceased  undermost.  The  deceased  could  not  get 
up,  and  could  fight  no  more,  and  he  complained  of  his  ned 
and  bowels.  It  further  appeared  that  he  died  on  the  fid- 
lowing  Monday  morning,  and  that,  on  a  post  mortem  exa- 
mination of  his  body,  the  vessels  of  the  brain  were  found 
to  be  gorged  with  blood,  and  two  of  the  vertebrae  of  Mi 
neck  dislocated,  which  was  the  cause  of  his  death,  and  it 
was  proved  that  this  might  have  been  occasioned  by  a  fidl. 

Barrett  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner,  and  sub- 
mitted, that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  death  of  the  deceased  was  caused  by  any  act  of  the 
prisoner. 

Coleridge,  J. — Mr.  Barrett,  what  do  you  say  as  to  the 
assault. 

Barrett. — ^The  prisoner  was  not  the  challenger. 

Coleridge,  J. — That  is  not  material. 

Barrett, — There  is  also  no  evidence  that  the  prisoner 
struck  the  first  blow. 

Coleridge,  J. — If  both  these  parties  went  out  to  strike 
one  another,  and  did  so,  it  is  an  assault  in  both.  It  ^ 
quite  immaterial  which  struck  the  first  blow,  as  no  blow 
can  be  justified,  unless  it  be  given  in  self-defence. 

Barrett. — I  cannot  carry  it  further  than  that  the  de- 
ceased was  certainly  the  challenger,  and  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  did  not  strike  the  first  blow. 


OXFORD  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  7  VICT. 

CoLEBiDGE^  J.,  (in  summing  up). — ^With  respect  to  the 
diarge  of  manslaughter,  you  will  have  to  say  whether  you 
are  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  occasioned  the  fall  from 
which  the  death  of  the  deceased  took  place.    If  you  are 
not  satisfied^  by  the  evidence,  that  he  did,  you  will  then 
have  to  say  whether  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  an  assault ; 
for  whenever  a  charge  of  felony  includes  an  assault,  and 
the  jury  think  that  the  felony  is  not  made  out,  the  party 
may  be  convicted  of  an  assault  (a).     Mr.  Barrett,  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner,  put  the  case  as  if  a  person  could  not 
be  guilty  of  an  assault  unless  he  struck  the  first  blow. 
Sat  that  is  not  so,  as  no  one  is  justified  in  striking  an- 
other, except  it  be  in  self-defence;  and  it  ought  to  be 
known,  that,  whenever  two  persons  go  out  to  strike  each 
other,  and  do  so,  each  is  guilty  of  an  assault. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 

Barrett,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — /.  E.  Goughy  and  F,  8f  J,  Bodenham,'] 

(a)  Under  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  a5,  s.  1 1 ,  see  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
^oderty  ante,  p.  395. 
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B 


Reoina  v.  James  Clarke. 


>URGLARY. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  An  indictment 
that  the  prisoner,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  in  the  night-time,  "  the  chargel  *he 
dwelling-house  of  one  Elizabeth  Bird,  there  situate,  felo-  P"*^!"  "^^^^ 

^  '  '  breaking,  in  the 

niously  and  burglariously  did  break  and  enter,  with  intent  n>ght-iime,  into 
the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  same  dwelling-house  then  house  of  E.B., 

**  with  intent 
the  goods  and 
ehattelt  in  the  same  dwelling -houte  then  and  there  being  feloniously  and  burglariously  to  steal, 
and  stealing  the  goods  of  E.  B."  It  was  proved  that  the  house  was  that  of  E.  B.,  but  that  the 
goods  the  prisoner  stole  were  the  joint  property  o\'  E.  B.  and  two  others: — Held,  that,  if  it  was 
proved  that  the  prisoner  broke  into  the  house  of  E.  B.  with  intent  to  steal  the  goods  there 
generally,  that  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  of  burglary  contained  in  the  indictmenty 
without  proof  of  an  intent  to  steal  the  goods  of  the  particular  person  whose  goods  the  indictmeDt 
ebarged  that  he  did  steal. 
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1844.  and  there  being  feloniously  and  burglariouslj  to  steal, 
take^  and  carry  away/'  and  then  and  there  feloniously 
stealing  five  taps,  and  a  quantity  of  wine,  beer,  cyder,  and 
candles,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Elicriieth 
Bird.  The  second  count  was  exactly  similar,  bat  dfaarjged  a 
breaking  of  the  dwelling-hbuse  of  EH^abeth  Bird  cM 
others,  and  laid  the  property  stolen  to  be  in  Elizabeth 
Bird  and  others. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  hou^  in  ques- 
tion was  broken  into  on  the  night  of  the  13th  of  January, 
1844,  and  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  indictment  stolen; 
and  it  appeared  that  Miss  Elizabeth  Bird  was  the  sole 
tenant  of  the  house,  but  that  she  and  two  other  ladies 
Hved  in  it  in  common,  each  of  the  three  contributing  an 
equal  amount  to  the  establishment,  and  that  the  articles 
stolen  had  been  purchased  by  Miss  Bird,  but  that,  at  the 
end  of  the  year,  they  would  be  paid  for  by  the  three  ladies 
when  they  divided  the  expenses  of  the  establishment. 

W.  H,  Cooke,  for  the  prisoners,  objected  that  neither  of 
the  counts  of  the  indictment  was  proved,  as  the  evidence 
shewed  that  the  house  of  Miss  Bird  was  broken  and  the 
goods  of  the  three  ladies  stolen. 

E,  Yardley,  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit,  that  the 
goods  having  been  purchased  by  Miss  Bird,  and  credit 
having  been  given  to  her  exclusively  for  them,  they  are 
properly  described  as  her  goods,  although  they  were  bought 
for  the  joint  use  of  the  three  ladies,  and  eventually  to  be 
paid  for  by  them  jointly;  but,  even  assuming  the  contrary, 
I  submit  that  the  first  count  is  sufficiently  proved,  by 
shewing  that  the  prisoner  broke  and  entered  the  house  of 
Miss  Bird  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to  steal  goods 
there,  without  proof  that  his  intent  was  to  steal  the  goods 
of  the  particular  person  which  that  count  charges  him  with 
stealing  (a). 

(a)  See  the  case  of  R^gina  v.  LatoeSy  ante,  p.  62. 
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CoLXRiDGB^  J.^  (haTing  conferred  with  Parke,  B.) — ^We 
I,  that^  to  support  the  first  count  of  this  indictment, 
it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  broke  and  entered 
the  house  of  Miss  Bird  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to 
itad  the  goods  there  generally;  and  that,  by  the  evidence 
given  in  this  case,  the  first  count  of  the  indictment  is 
proved. 

Verdict — Guilty  on  the  first  count. 

E,  YarMey,  for  the  prosecution. 

IV.  H.  Cooke^  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Cleave ^  and  GwUlim.'] 
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{Crown  Side), 


BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


La] 


Begina  v.  Frances  Smith. 


March  28M. 


lRCENY. — ^The  prisoner  was  indicted^  as  the  servant  On  the  trial  of 
of  Richard  Boyce  Osborne^  for  stealing  a  sovereign  and  a  for  urceny  as  a 
half-sovereign^  the  property  of  Richard  Boyce  Osborne,  her  !I^a^d^ha*the 

master.  prisoner  lived 

,  ,  ,  in  the  house  of 

It  appeared  that  the  pnsoner  lived  in  the  house  of  the  the  prosecutor, 
prosecutor,  and  acted  as  the  nurse  to  his  sick  daughter,  f^e  nurse  to  his 
and  that  the  prisoner  had  board  and  lodging  in  the  house,  'jj^^  ^*"  n^^'* 
but  no  wages,  Mrs.  Osborne,  the  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  having  board 
occasionally  making  her  presents  of  money  as  a  reward  for  and  occanonai 

presents  for  her 
services,  but  no 
Wages.  While  the  prisoner  was  so  residing,  the  prosecutor's  wife  gave  the  prisoner  money  to 
pftja  coal  bill,  which  money  the  prisoner  kept,  and  brought  back  a  forged  receipt  to  the  coal  bill:— - 
wM,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  the  servant  of  the  prosecutor,  but  that  this  was  a  larceny  of  the 
Qioney. 
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1844.  her  services.  While  the  prisoner  was  so  residing^  Mn. 
Osborne  gave  her  a  sovereign  and  a  half-sovereign  to  pay 
a  coal  bill^  amounting  to  1/.  bs.  6d.  This  the  prisoner 
never  paid^  but  kept  the  sovereign  and  the  half-sovereign, 
and  brought  Mrs.  Osborne  the  bill  with  a  forged  receipt 
on  it^  and  gave  her  four  shillings  and  sixpence  as  the 
change. 

With  respect  to  the  larceny,  FranciUon,  for  the  prosecu- 
tion^ cited  Lavender's  case  {a),  Regina  v.  Goode  {b),  and 
Regina  v.  Seaman  (c). 

Coleridge^  J. — I  think  that  the  prisoner  was  not  a  ser- 
vant of  the  prosecutor ;  but  that  there  is  evidence  of  the 

larceny. 

Verdict — Guilty  of  the  larceny. 

Francillon,  for  the  prosecution. 

[ Attomies  for  the  prosecution —  Willianu  ^  Griffiths.'] 

(a)  2  Greav.  Ed.  of  Russ.  C.  &  M.  160.        (b)  C.  &  Mar.  582. 

(c)  Id.  595. 
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FEBRUARY  SESSION,  1844. 

»RE    MR.    JUSTICE    COLERIDGE    AND    MR.    JUSTICE 

CRESSWELL. 


Reoina  V,  Thomas  Dunnett.  /vj,  12M. 

jrst  count  of  the  indictment  in  substance  charged  in  an  indict- 

adant,  that  he,  on  the  8th  October,  1843,  in  parts  lhe"mafte"of  a 

the  seas,  at  a  place  out  of  her  Majesty's  dominions,  ™*'^***"j*  l^^^* 

t  Bahia,  in  South  America,  was  master  of  a  certain  5  &  6  Will.  4, 

t  ship  called  the  ''  Sarah  Charlotte,^'  belonging  to  a  fuUy  and 

nl^ect  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Sj^rilea. 

that  is  to  say,  to  one  James  Howard :  and  that  ™V*  ^^^^^ 

•^  '  before  the  ter- 

rard  Wilkinson  and  one  Iliram  Gibbs  were  persons  mination  of  the 

y  to  the  crew  and  on  board  the  ship,  duly  engaged  which  he  was 

efendant  to  serve  on  a  voyage,  which  was  not  tlien  *nemu?on  of 

3d,  from  Guayaquill,  in  Colombia,  to  Vigo,  in  Spain,  ownership  is  a 

'f     ^       '  ^  ^  '  ^       '  material  allega- 

forming  part  of  the  original  crew ;  and  that  one  tion,  and  must 

Porter,  Esq.,  was  her  Majesty^s  consul  at  Bahia;  uid^'Yndthe 

t  the   defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  at  ^"jJi^h^the  ma 

bresaid,  unlawfully,  wilfully ,  and  wrongfully,  did  leave  }«»"  can  »«*  up 

is,  the  produc- 

iind  on  shore  before  the  completion  of  their  voyage,  tionof  a  certia- 

fea  that  they  were  not  in  a  condition  to  proceed  on  the  guiVother*^"' 

lie  not  having  obtained  a  previous  certificate  in  writing  ^^^  mention- 

lid  consul,  or  of  any  such  functionary,  of  their  not  tute,  or  proof 

such  condition,  there  being  time  to  obtain  such  certi'  possible  to 

jainst  the  statute  (a),  &c.  The  count  concluded  with  cenVfi^cate.** 

e  itat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.     mischiefs  have  arisen  from  masters 
after  redting  that,  <'  great     of  merchant  ships  leaving  seamen 
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an  allegation  that  the  defendant^  on  the  20th  January^  1844^ 
was  found  in   the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal 


in  foreign  pftrts,  who  have  been 
thus  reduced  to  distress,  and  there- 
by tempted  to  become  pirates,  or 
otherwise  misconduct  themselves, 
and  it  is  expedient  to  amend  and 
enlarge  the  law  in  this  behalf," 
enacts,  ''  That,  if  any  master  of  a 
ship  belonging  to  any  tuhject  ofihe 
United  Kingdom  shall  force  on 
shore  and  leave  behind,  or  shall 
otherwise  wUfully  and  wrongfully 
leave  behind,  on  shore  or  at  sea^  in 
anyplace  in  or  out  of  kit  M€^e$ty'* 
dominions,  any  person  belonging  to 
his  crew,  before  the  return  to  or 
airival  of  such  ship  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  or  before  the  completion 
of  the  voyage  or  voyages  for  which 
such  person  siiall  have  been  en- 
gaged, whether  such  person  shall 
have  formed  port  of  the  original 
crew  or  not,  every  person  so  of- 
fending shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanouri  and  shall  suffer 
such  punishment,  by  fine  or  impri- 
sonment, or  both,  as  to  the  court 
before  which  he  shall  be  convicted 
shall  seem  meet,*'  &c. 

The  4l8t  sect,  of  the  same  sta- 
tute enacts, ''  That  no  such  master 
shall  discharge  any  individual  per- 
son of  his  crew,  whether  British 
Subject  or  foreigner,  at  any  of  his 
Majesty's  colonies  or  plantations, 
without  the  previous  sanction  in 
writing  of  the  governor,  lieutenant- 
governor,  secretary,  or  other  officer 
appointed  in  that  behalf  by  the  go- 
vernment there,  or,  in  the  absence 
of  all  such  authorities  at  or  near  to 
the  port  or  place  at  which  the  ship 
shall  be  then  lying,  then  of  the 
chief  officer  of  customs  of  such  co- 
lony or  plantation,  mideiit  at  or 


near  to  such  port  or  plaee;  bv 
shall  he  discharge  any  soch  penoi 
at  any  other  place  abroad,  mAsd 
the  like  pretnouM  soueiiom  m  aril- 
ing  of  kis  Mq§e9ly*s  mimster,  e» 
sul,  or  vice-consul  there,  or,  in  tk 
absence  of  any  nich  fimctioiiiry, 
then  of  two  respectable  meidiiBti 
resident  there ;  all  which  ilidfim^ 
tionaries  respectively  are  heiriiy 
aathorized  and  required,  and  iB 
which  said  merchants  are  henkf 
authorised,  in  a  summary  waj,  fci 
inquire  into  the  groimds  of  mf 
such  proposed  diachaige,  bjr  en- 
miiwtion  on  oath,  and  tlMRoptt 
to  grant  or  refuse  mdi  natAm, 
according  to  their  discretioQ,  hsi^ 
ing  regard  to  the  objects  of  All 
act." 

The  42nd  sect,  enacts,  <<  Tint 
no  such  master  shall  be  at  fibei^^ 
to  leave  behind,  at  any  place  sbroii 
eidier  on  shore  or  at  sea,  any  per* 
son  of  his  erew  as  albrewd,  oa  lk 
plea  of  such  person  not  beiif  it* 
condition  to  proceed  on  the  Toyig^ 
or  baring  deserted  finom  theilup^<i' 
otherwise  disappeared,  unless  upta 
a  previous  certificate  of  one  of  h^ 
functionaries  or  merchants  as  sfbie- 
said,  if  there  be  any  such  at  all  with* 
in  a  reasonable  distance  from  tib* 
place  where  the  ship  shaU  thtn  b^ 
tf  there  be  time  to  procure  thesemff 
certifying  that  such  person  is  not  la 
such  condition,  or  has  desertfd  €t 
disappeared,  and  cannot  be  koqg^ 
back ;  and  all  such  ftrndknarim^ 
aforesaid  are  hereby  authoriied  tt^ 
required,  on  the  application  ctttj 
such  master,  to  inquire,  by  exaBoi* 
nation  on  oath,  into  tbe  cireatt- 
stances,  and  to  give  or  rsint  9t^ 
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Ck>iirt.  There  were  two  other  coiihtA  in  the  indictment^ 
rimihur  to  the  firsts  except  that  one  chairged  the  defendant 
only  with  leaving  Wilkinson  behind^  and  the  other  only  with 
leaving  Gibbs  behind  at  Btdiia>  &c. 

From  the  acconnt  of  the  transi&^tion  given  by  the  witnedses 
fbr  the  prosecution^  it  aj^pisared  that  Wilkinson  and  Gibbs 
laete  shi(iped  at  OtiayaqtiiU^  in  Sonth  America,  in  Jnne, 
1848/ iil  the  Sarah  Charlotte,  belonging  to  Mr.  Howard, 
of  Harwich ;  that  they  were  both  ill  when  the  vessel  pnt 
into  Bahia  on  her  voyage  to  Vigo,  in  Spain,  in  October, 
1843,  and  went  ashore  at  Bahia,  and  saw"  the  doctor,  who 
said  they  Were  not  sick  enough  to  be  left  on  shore  and  go 
to  the  hospital,  as  they  wished ;  they  then  went  to  the 
English  consta,  Mr.  Porter,  who  said  he  could  not  do 
akiything  for  theni  without  the  doctor's  certificate ;  and  the 
oaptahi  thc$n  said  they  might  take  his  boat  and  fetch  their 
^fi^  ashore,  and  keep  out  of  the  consul's  sight  till  the 
ship  had  sailed;  The  next  day  they  did  so,  and  went  to  a 
bolirding^house  where  the  captain  sent  them  some  dollars 
by  Captain  Nunn,  a  passenger^  and  the  ship  sailed  a  day  or 
two  after.  When  they  had  been  on  shore  some  time  the 
consul's  derk  saw  them,  and  the  consul,  after  maintaining 
them  for  about  a  week,  sent  them  to  England  in  a  vessel 
called  the  Mary. 

According  to  the  account  given  by  the  witnesses  for  the 
defence,  the  facts  were  as  follow,  viz.: — That  at  Bahia 
Wilkinson  and  Gibbs  asked  the  captain's  leave  to  go  ashore 
to  see  the  doctor  or  consul,  as  they  did  not  wish  to  stay  in 
the  ship,  not  being  able  to  do  their  duty;  that  the  captain 
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V. 

DVUlfSTT. 


oeitifieale,  according  to  the  retnlt 
of  such  examination." 

The  43rd  tect.  enacts, ''  That,  if 
any  tuch  maMer  shall  leave  behind 
any  ode  of  his  crew  as  aforesaid, 
eontrary  to  this  act,  in  any  indict- 
ment or  proceeding,  the  proof  of 
Ilia  having  obtained  such  sanction 
or  ccftifitafe  ak  -aforMid  shall  be 


upon  him;  it  being  the  intention 
hereof,  that,  except  in  the  case  of 
entering  into  his  Majesty's  naval 
service,  no  person  of  the  crew  shall 
be  discharged,  either  with  or  with- 
out his  consent,  in  any  place  abroad 
where  such  functionary  can  be 
found,  unless  he  shall  have  given 
such  'sanction  "Uisretd. 
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1844.         s^d  he  could  not  put  them  ashore  till  he  had  seen  the  oon- 
^  sul ;  that  they  went  ashore  and  came  again^  and  asked  bx 

V.  their  clothes^  and  the  mate^  believing  (though  they  did  not 

say  so)  that  they  had  got  their  discharge^  let  them  hue 
them ;  that  they  were  very  ill^  and  if  they  had  not  gone 
on  shore  at  Bahia  and  got  medical  advice^  one  of  the& 
would  have  died ;  that  the  consul  refused  to  give  them  t 
certificate^  and  Captain  Nunn^  thinking  it  was  a  cruel  re- 
fusal on  his  part^  gave  the  men  the  dollars  out  of  his  owil 
pocket  to  relieve  them  on  shore^  and  did  not  pay  them  as 
the  agent  of  the  captain. 

The  evidence  to  prove  the  allegation  of  the  ownership 
the  vessel  was  that  of  the  collector  of  customs  of  the  poi^ 
of  Harwich^  who  said^  '^  I  have  a  certificate  of  the  r^istiy  ; 
the  name  'James  Howard'  is  written  here;  he  is  a  ship- 
owner of  the  port  of  Harwich ;  I  did  not  see  him  write  it ; 
I  know  the  signature;  the  declaration  is  signed  by  him; 
I  know  Mr.  Howard  personally ;  he  is  a  British  subject; 
he  lives  at  Manningtree^  near  Harwich ;  he  is  the  propri^ 
tor  of  several  ships  by  my  official  books ;  I  never  saw  him 
on  board  any  of  those  ships.''     On  his  cross-examinatkm 
he  said^  ''  I  do  not  know  where  he  was  bom ;  I  know  he  ii 
a  British  subject  by  the  declaration  which  he  made."    Qi 
re-examination  he  said^ ''  He  is  a  housekeeper;  the  home 
has  been  pointed  out  to  me  that  he  lives  in ;  I  never  Kf 
him  in  that  house;  I  know  him  personally;  I  believe hia 
to  be  an  Englishman." 

Cresswell^  J.^  who  tried  the  case^  and  Colebidoe^  h 
who  was  present^  were  both  of  opinion^  Ist^  that  the  alfe- 
gation  of  ownership  was  a  material  allegation^  and  most  be 
proved  as  laid ;  2ndly^  that  the  41st  and  42nd  sectionsof  tbe 
statute  did  not  create  separate  offences^  but  that  they  shovU 
be  taken  together^  and  were  intended  to  shew  that  certais 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  seaman  will  not  excuse  the 
captain  unless  he  produces  the  required  certificate;  and, 
therefore^  Srdly^  that^  on  this  indictment,  which  charged 
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(be  defendant  with  wrongfully  and  wilfully  leaving  behind 

lim  two  persons  belonging  to  his  crew,  the  only  answer  he 

xydd  give  would  be  either  to  prove  the  certificate  or  shew 

hfi  impossibility  of  obtaining  it ;    and  not  having  done 

atlier  of  those  things,  if  the  jury  beUeved  the  evidence,  he 

nTut  be  found  guilty. 

Verdict — Guilty.     Sentence, 

fined  5/. 
Shepherd  and  Adolphvs,  for  the  prosecution. 
Clarhon  and  Bat/uniine,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Solicitor  for  the  Admiraltyy  and  Saunders,'] 
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MARCH  SESSION,  1844. 

BifORB    LORD  ABINOER,  C.   B.,  AND  MR.  JUSTICE  WILLIAMS. 


Regina  V,  McGregor  and  Lambert. 

iHE  first  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  that,  on  the 
lit  of  October,  1843,  on  the  high  seas,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Admiralty  of  England,  and  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  William  McGregor, 
Itte  of  the  parish  of  St.  George-in-the-East,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  mariner,  and  Charles  Lambert,  of  the  same 
Pttish,  &c.,  mariner,  were  mariners,  and  each  of  them  was 
t  mariner  in  and  on  board  of  and  belonging  to  a  certain 
•tip called  the  "Esther,^'  of  which  said  ship  one  Richard 
wicas  Williams  was,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  upon 
ti»e  high  seas  and  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  the 
DUttter  and  commander;  and,  further,  that  the  said  W. 
M'Gh^or  and  the  said  C.  Lambert,  being  such  mariners 
tt  aforesaid,  and  each  of  them  being  such  mariner  as  afore- 


March  7th. 

irUie  crewy  or 
part  of  tbe  crew, 
of  a  ship  com- 
bine  together 
to  resist  the 
captain,  espe- 
cially if  the 
object  be  to 
deprire  bim  of 
his  command^ 
it  will  amount 
to  **  making  a 
revolt,"  within 
the  meaning  of 
the  Stat.  1 1  & 
12  Will.  3,  c  7, 
s.  9  ;  and  it 
would  be  no 
answer  to  shew 
that  there  were 
grievances, 
which,  by  their 
resistance,  the 
men  sought  to 
rcdrtu. 
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said^  did^  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with  fime  mA 
armfl,  upon  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  within  the  juiiilie* 
tion  of  the  Admiralty  of  Engla&d,  and  within  the  joriidiB- 
tion  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  piraticaify  amifib' 
mously  make  a  revolt  in  the  iaid  sMp,  the  said  R.  L.  Wr 
liams  then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  thereof,  agnii 
the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.  {a) 

The  second  count  charged,  that  the  prisoners  did  ''pin- 
tically  and  feloniously  endeavour  to  make  a  revolt  in  tte 
said  ship,''  &c. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  prisoners  were 
seamen  on  board  the  brig  ''Esther,''  trading  to  the  South 
Seas  upon  a  whaling  voyage,  and  had  signed  the  ship's  sr- 
tides.     Great  complaints  were  made  by  the  sailors,  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage,  about  the  provisions,  and  also  sboat 
the  great  heat  of  the  forecastle,  where  the  men  had  to 
sleep,  which,  on  account  of  the  fire  for  cooking,  &c.,  being 
close  to  it,  was  insupportable  in  the  warm  latitudes.   Qb 
the  80th  of  September,  M'Oregor  refused  to  go  on  doty. 
He  remained  off  duty  until  the  following  day,  when  hew 
again  desired  to  work,  and  again  refused,  using,  at  differot 
times,  violent  and  threatening  language.     The  captain,  h 
consequence,  ordered  the  crew  to  put  M'Oregor  in  irooib 
but,  instead  of  obeying  him,  they  walked  away  fixrwui 
The  prisoner  Lambert  had  that  same  morning  refoiedli 
go  to  his  duty,  and  he  and  a  man  named  Gri^vot   ] 
towards  the  captain,  who,  with  the  assistance  of  his  offioei% 
was  endeavouring  to  put  M'Oregor  in  irons.    Yiokit 
language  was  used  by  both,  and  threats  uttered  agiitft 
the  captain,  to  induce  him  to  alter  his  determination,  ani 

(a)  The  stat.  referred  to  is  11  committed  to  his  trust,  or  shaD  eta* 

&  12  Will.  3|  c.  7y  hy  the  9th  fine  his  master,  or  mii^  or  fsA** 

sect,  of  which  it  is  enacted,  (inter  vour  to  make,  a  revolt  in  fht  lU^ 

alia),  that,  "  if  any  person  shall  lay  he  shall  be  adjudged,  deemedi  tajL 

violent  hands  on  his  commander,  taken  to  be  a  pirate,  fdoiii  ui 

whereby  to  hinder  him  from  fight-  robber/'  &c. 
ing  in  defence  of  his  ship  and  goods 
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Ingga  niBfaed  to  a  boat  where  long  lances  or  spears  used        1044. 
I:  the  whale  fishery  were  kept^  with  the  evident  intention       niJiNA 
t  MaziDg  one  of  them,  and  releasing  McGregor  by  force.     ^.^^' 
Lgwi  was  handed  to  the  captain  by  the  steward,  and  the 
■fftain  shot  Griggs  as  he  was  in  the  act  of  laying  hold  of 
AisJanoe  or  spear,  and  killed  him  on  the  spot.     The  crew 
thm  returned  to  their  duty.     The  vessel  pnt  in  at  Kio 
Ineiro,  and  the  two  prisoners,  McGregor  and  Lambert, 
itae  sent  from  that  place  by  another  vessel  to  England  to 
he  tried. 

Loid  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  (in  summing  up),  said — ^The  pri- 
tODors  are  charged  with  an  act  of  piracy,  either  by  exciting 
ifenrolt,  or  endeavoiiring  to  do  so.  The  act  of  Parliament 
OQDtains  these  words,  "  make  or  endeavour  to  make  a  re- 
^^^'  and  you  will  have  to  say,  whether  the  prisoners  are 
bought  within  the  meaning  of  those  words.  The  stat., 
liidi  is  the  11  &  12  Will.  3,  c.  7,  s.  9,  enacts,  that,  if  any 
ftnaa  shall  lay  violent  hands  on  his  commander,  &c.,  or 
^e  or  endeavour  to  make  a  revolt  in  the  ship,  he  shall 
k  deemed  a  pirate  and  a  robber.  This  particular  offence 
Ml  not  piracy  at  common  law.  Piracy  at  common  law 
InFolved  a  charge  of  robbery ;  but  this  act  of  Parliament, 
loSiaps  the  better  to  preserve  order  and  discipline  on 
miui  a  ship,  makes  it  piracy  to  create  a  revolt,  or  to  en- 
iMonr  to  excite  a  revolt.  By  revolt  I  understand  some- 
ttng  like  rebellion  or  resistance  to  lawful  authority.  Per- 
iOQB  who  rebel  against  and  resist  the  constituted  author- 
itia^  if  they  are  subjects,  are  said  to  be  in  a  state  of  revolt ; 
•ad  if  the  crew  of  a  ship  combine  together  to  resist  the 
C^vtain,  especially  if  the  object  be  to  deprive  him  of  his 
aothority  altogether,  it  will,  in  my  opinion,  amount  to 
MkiBg  a  revolt.  I  think,  upon  the  construction  of  this 
let  of  Parliament,  that  the  resistance  of  one  person  to  the 
mthority  of  the  captain  would  not  be  a  revolt.  Revolt 
means  something  more  than  the  disobedience  of  one  man. 
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You  will  say,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  crew^  or  tome 
part  of  it^  amounted,  at  any  time,  to  a  revolt,  or,  if  not, 
whether  these  men  by  their  conduct  endeavoured  to  itir 
up  a  revolt.  I  think  it  would  be  straining  the  eridoee 
rather  too  far  to  say,  that  the  conduct  of  these  moi 
amounted  to  a  revolt ;  and  the  charge  of  making  a  revolt, 
if  my  construction  of  the  act  is  correct,  will  fidl  to  (b 
ground,  and  the  question  will  be  upon  the  evidenoCi  whe- 
ther, by  their  conduct,  they  endeavoured  to  excite  a  lerolt 
The  question  of  whether  the  ship  was  properly  fitted  if 
and  found  is  not  material,  for  it  has  been  decided  in  a  cue 
in  this  Court,  that,  although  there  be  real  grievances  to 
redress,  yet  it  is  not  an  answer  to  a  chai^  of  attempting 
to  make  a  revolt  {a).    If  Griggs  and  these  two  men  wen 


(a  )  Rex  V.  Hatliny*  and  Mekarg^ 
1  M.  C.  C.  R.  82.  In  that  case  the 
prisoners  were  charged,  by  the 
first  count  of  the  indictment,  with 
betraying  their  trust  and  turning 
pirates,  and  with  confederating, 
piratically  and  feloniously,  to  run 
away  with  the  ship ;  by  the  second 
count,  with  piratically  and  feloni- 
ously attempting  to  corrupt  other 
persons  of  the  crew  so  to  steal  and 
run  away  with  the  ship;  by  the 
third  count,  with  piratically  and 
feloniously  inciting  a  revolt  in  the 
ship,  the  master  being  on  board; 
and  by  the  fourth  count,  with  en- 
deavouring to  make  such  revolt. 
It  appeared  clearly  that  there  was 
a  revolt  in  the  ship,  and  that  the 
prisoners  participated,  refusing  to 
obey  orders,  and  being  guilty  of 
many  acts  of  insubordination  and 
violence.  The  counsel  for  the  pri- 
soners endeavoured  to  shew  that 
the  prisoners  and  their  adherents 
had  in  view  a  redress  of  supposed 
grievances,  and  not  the  intention 


of  assuming  the  command  fat  tke 
purpose  of  carrying  off  the  ilnpi 
and  though  there  was  some  evi- 
dence that  the  prisoners  had  suit* 
terior  object  besides  thatofredn*- 
ing  01-usage,  of  which  it  app^n^ 
they  had  complained,  yet  dldri^ 
quittal  on  the  first  two  counti  Mto 
the  conclusion  that  the  jaiydidBit 
impute  to  them  any  other  real  inl^ 
tion  than  that  of  redressing  tlor 
supposed  grievances.  The  poi^ 
submitted  to  the  judges  wai,  AA 
in  order  to  satisfy  the  intent  of  ^ 
statute  and  the  words  of  the  ioA^ 
ment,  '*  piratically  and  felonioo^ 
revolted,"  the  object  of  the  rew*^ 
musthave  been  to  take  poaesflooA 
or  run  away  with,  the  ship,  or 
able  the  prisoners  to  commit 
act  of  piracy,  and  not  merely  to 
the  captain's  authority,  in  order 
force  him  to  redress  alleged 
ances  ;  but  the  judges  present 
unanimously  of  opinion  that 
ing,  or  endeavouring  to  make, 
volt,  with  a  view  to  procure 
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united  in  some  common  design  to  prevent  the  captain         1844. 
from  pntting  McGregor  in  irons^  which,  on  the  evidence,       rI^ITT 
he  had  sufficient  justification  in  doing,  and  calling  upon  v* 

others  of  the  crew  to  assist  them  in  resisting  the  captain's 
authority ;  if  you  think  such  was  their  intention,  then  I 
own  I  think  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  excite  a  revolt.  The 
question  is,  whether  or  not  you  think  an  actual  revolt  was 
made ;  or,  if  you  do  not  think  that  an  actual  revolt  was 
made,  then  you  will  say  whether  an  attempt  to  excite  a 
revolt  was  or  was  not  made. 

Verdict — M'Gregor  guilty,  sentenced  to  a 
year's  imprisonment ;  and  Lambert  not 
guilty. 

Clarkson  and  Ballaniine,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attomies  for  the  prosecation — W^m<nah  4f  Green,  J 

dress  of  what  the  prisoners  thought  c.  7,  s.  9,  and  that  the  conviction 

g;rievances,  and  without  any  intent  was  therefore  right.     See  Russell 

to  run  away  with  the  ship,  or  to  on  Crimes,  Greaves'  ed.,vul.  1,pp. 

eoounit  any  act  of  piracy,  was  an  97  and  98. 
ofience  within  the  11  &  12  Will.  3, 
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APRIL  SESSION,  1844. 

BEFORE    MR.    BARON   GURNET,   MR.   JUSTICE    Wn^LIAMS,  ASD 

MR.  JUSTICE    MAULE. 


Apnl  nth. 

On  an  indict- 
ment against 
accessaries 
before  the  fact 
to  the  forgery 
of  an  admini- 
stration bond 
on  administra- 


Reoina  v.  Barber,  Fletcher,  and  Doeet. 

1  HE  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  the  three  pri- 
soners with  feloniously  inciting  one  Susannah  Bichardi 
(afterwards  deceased)  to  forge  a  certain  administratioii 
bond,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Archbishop  of  Canter- 
bury. The  second  count  stated  the  intent  to  be  to  defraud 
IhTeK^of''^  the  Right  Honorable  Charles  Shaw  Lefevre  and  othen, 
J.  s.  '.—Held,    commissioners  for  the  reduction  of  the  national  debt.  The 

Isty  that  a  ses- 

sion-cierk  from  third  couut  Stated  the  intent  to  be  to  defraud  the  Gk)vemor 

nrright  tolook  ^^^  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England. 

at  a  kirk  ses-         fjijjg  evidence,  so  far  as  it  is  material  for  the  understand- 

sion  book  to  ' 

learn  the  writ-   ing  of  the  poiuts  dccidcd,  was  as  follows : — A  clerk  fioBi 

ing  of  a  clergy- 
man to  enable 
him  to  swear  to  the  writing  of  a  certificate  found,  on  the  death  of  J.  S.,  among  his  papen. 

2ndly,  That  such  book  was  not  evidence  itself,  and,  not  being  so,  could  not  be  looked  at  Ar 
any  purpose  whatever : 

Srdly,  That  the  certificate  in  question,  which  was  a  certificate  purporting  to  ha^e  been  givM 
by  the  minister  and  elders  to  J.  S.  on  leaving  the  kirk,  would  not  be  evidence,  even  ff  tkl 
minister's  writing  were  proved : 

4thly,  That  the  proof  that  the  certificate  was  found  among  papers  indorsed  on  the  ontsUlt  ii 
J.  S.'s  handwriting,  which  papers  were  delivered,  after  his  death,  by  a  servant  to  the  masto', 
who  produced  them  at  the  trial,  was  no  proof  that  the  certificate  had  been  in  J.  S.'s  poticssbaj 
the  servant  not  being  called  as  a  witness ;  that  the  indorsement  only  shewed  that  that  oiiepaptf 
had  been  in  Stewart's  pretence,  and  the  statement  in  his  writing  was  not  evidence. 

In  cross-examining  the  master  of  J.  S.,  the  prisoner's  counsel  asked  whether  he  did  not  pit 
the  age  (sixty-five)  on  the  tombstone  from  the  best  information  he  could  get ;  and  he  said  ki 
put  it  there  in  consequence  of  what  J.  S.  told  him. 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  asked  what  it  was  that  J.  S.  told  him: — HM,  thattkif 
question  could  not  be  put. 

It  was  objected,  that  the  stat.  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  10,  requiring  the  bond  to  be  given  ^ 
the  party  to  whom  administration  wa»  granted,  and  not  by  the  party  thai  wot  miHUei  # 
administration,  no  forgery  was  made  out ;  but  the  bond  was  a  good  bond  within  the  tttfiMb 
having  been  given  by  the  party  to  whom,  in  fact,  administration  was  granted: — HfM^.tkit 
this  was  not  a  good  objection. 

Where  the  counsel  for  several  prisoners  cannot  agree  as  to  the  order  in  which  they  are  tt 
address  the  jury,  the  Court  will  call  upon  them,  not  in  the  order  of  their  seniority,  bat  in  tkt 
order  in  which  the  names  of  the  prisoners  stand  in  the  indictment.  But  where  the  conasel  fi>r 
one  prisoner  has  witnesses  to  fact  to  examine,  the  counsel  for  another  cannot  be  allowed  to 
postpone  his  address  to  the  jury  until  after  those  witnesses  have  been  examined. 
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the  Prerogative  Office  in  Doctors'  Commons  produced  a  1344 . 
warrant  for  taking  the  act  of  administration  granted  to 
Elizabeth  Stewart,  the  bond  that  was  executed  on  that 
oocasion^  and  an  affidavit  annexed  to  certain  certificates  of 
baptism.  A  clerk  from  the  Stamp-Office  produced  another 
affidavit^  and  Dr.  Robertson  was  then  called^  and  he  said^ 
''  I  am  a  surrogate  of  the  Prerogative  Court ;  the  parties 
pmrporting  to  be  the  persons  named  in  these  documents 
were  sworn  in  my  presence ;  my  signature  is  to  this  affi- 
davit of  Elizabeth  Stewart  and  Thomas  Oriffin,  dated  26th 
Angast,  1840.  This  affidavit,  dated  31st  July,  1840,  was 
Bwam  before  me,  purporting  to  be  the  affidavit  of  Elizabeth 
Stewart, — here  is  the  warrant  of  the  amount  of  property 
sworn  to,  which  the  affidavit  of  the  31st  July  refers  to, — 
ihe  warrant  is  dated  the  same  day  the  jurat  is  signed  by 
me;  I  administered  the  oath  to  the  person  who  swore  that 
affidavit;  this  warrant  is  signed  by  me,  it  is  dated  the  31st 
Jufy.  The  affidavits  are  not  explained  to  the  parties  in 
my  presence;  the  parties  depose  before  me  that  the 
names  subscribed  to  the  affidavit  are  their  names  and 
handwriting,  and  that  they  believe  the  contents  to  be 
tree." 

A  clerk  from  Doctors^  Commons  stated  that  he  was  the 
tttesting  witness  to  the  administration  bond,  and  saw  a 
female^  purporting  to  be  Elizabeth  Stewart,  and  the  sure- 
tiei  sign  it  on  the  31st  of  July,  1840,  but  was  not  ac- 
fiiinted  with  the  persons  of  either. 

Mr.  Beetham,  a  clerk  in  the  Bank  of  England,  said,  "  I 
prodnce  the  stock  ledger  of  the  Bank  for  the  51/.  per  Cent. 
I<ong  Annuities.  I  have  an  entry  of  one  in  the  name  of 
John  Stewart,  of  Great  Marlow.  This  is  an  examined 
^opy  of  the  book ;  this  stock  was  transferred  to  the  Com- 
^ti^Mioners  for  the  Reduction  of  the  National  Debt  on  the 
llih  (rf  October,  1836.^' 

Another  bank  clerk  produced  the  book  in  which  the 
'^Helaimed  dividends  are  entered;  51/.  was  entered  on  the 
^^^edit  side  to  John  Stewart,  of  Great  Marlow ;  in  another 
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1844.  bank  book  he  was  described  as  John  Stewart,  of  Great 
Marlow^  Bucks^  gardener.  It  appeared  that  no  divideiidi 
had  been  received  since  April,  1826^  and  that  the  stock 
had  been  transferred  from  the  Commissioners  for  the  Se- 
duction of  the  National  Debt  on  the  20th  of  Octolier, 
1840^  to  '^  Elizabeth  Stewart,  of  Southampton -teraoei 
Southampton -street,  Camberwell." 

It  appeared,  further,  that  John   Stewart,  who  was  a 
Scotchman,  lived  as  gardener  with  Mr.  Strode^  at  Comt 
Garden,  Great  Marlow,  and  died  there  in  1827.    Mr. 
Strode  was  absent  from  home  on  the  day  of  his  dea&, 
and,  on  his  return,  one  of  the  servants  gave  him  a  tin 
case  containing  papers,  some  of  which  were  indorsed  in. 
Stewart's  handwriting,  *^  My  oum  private  affoAn!*    Thei« 
papers  were  produced  by  Mr.  Strode,  but  the  servant,  who 
gave  them  to  him,  was  not  called  as  a  witness  to  ahe^ 
where  he  obtained  them.    Among  them  was  a  paper  par* 
porting  to  be  a  certificate  of  the  minister  and  elders  of  dt^ 
Kirk  Session  at  Canongate,  in  Edinbui^h^  and  alleged  to 
have  been  given  to  Stewart  by  them. 

To  prove  this  certificate,  a  witness,  named  Hunter,  wn* 
called ;  he  said,  ^'  I  am  the  Session-clerk  of  Canongate;  I 
think  I  am  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  WilliaH^ 
Lothian,  the  minister — he  is  dead.    I  have  here  the  hand' 
writing  of  Archibald  Aitkin,  one  of  the  elders ;  /  hum  ti^ 
handwriting  from  this  book,  but  not  indwiduaUy — he  is  iik0 
dead,  and  has  been  dead  thirty  or  forty  years.    I  do  HB^ 
know  the  handwriting  of  Alexander  Crichton,  he  waa  aX^ 
elder — ^he  is  dead.     I  did  not  know  Mr.  Lothian;  hehP* 
been  dead  more  than  fifty  years.     There  were  no  book* 
kept  by  him;   the  public  books  in  which  his  signatory 
appears  have  come  into  my  hands ;  I  have  not  become  aD" 
quainted  with  his  handwriting  by  seeing  those  books;  ^ 
have  not  had  occasion  to  refer  to  them,  and  to  act  uptm  ki^ 
signature ;  this  book  is  the  minutes  of  the  Kirk  Session  o 
Canongate,  and  is  kept  for  the  purpose  of  minuting  ti^' 
transactions  of  that  body ;  I  have  never  referred  to  Uie^> 
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that  length  of  time  back ;  I  have  looked  over  it  since  this         1844. 
business ;  it  is  the  course  of  business  for  the  minister  to 
ngn  these  minutes ;  I  have  the  minutes  during  the  time 
Ais  gentleman  was  minister;  I  have  not^  by  looking  at 
those  minutes^  acquired  such  a  knowledge  of  his  hand- 
writing as  to  be  able  to  form  an  opinion  whether  it  is  his 
ngnatnre.'^     He  was  then  asked  this  question :  '^  I  want 
to  know^  whether,  looking  at  the  minutes,  and  looking  at 
fliat  gentleman's  handwriting,  you  can  form  any  opinion 
lAether  that  is  his  handwriting  ?  **     His  reply  was,  "  My 
ffmon  is,  that  it  is,     I  have  been  able  to  form  an  opinion 
fiom  that  source.^'     He  was  further  asked,  ''  Is  it  usual 
for  the  minister  and  elders  of  the  kirk  session,  when  a 
person  leaves  a  congregation,  to  give  any  certificate,  so  as 
to  enable  him  to  be  admitted  into  any  other  congrega- 
tion?''   He  answered,  "  If  they  ask  for  it,  it  is  given — it 
isnsaal;  if  they  apply  to  be  received  into  another  congre- 
gation, it  is  usual  to  require  a  certificate  from  the  con- 
gregation they  have  left." 

It  was  then  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  to 
JWid  the  certificate. 
i  This  was  objected  to,  on  the  part  of  the  counsel  for  the 
Ktpective  prisoners,  on  four  grounds.  1st,  that  the  hand- 
writing had  not  been  proved,  as  the  witness  from  Scotland 
W  no  right  to  look  at  the  kirk  session  book,  in  order  to 
kocome  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  minister, 
w  as  to  enable  him  to  swear  to  his  belief  of  that  hand- 
writing; 2nd]y,  that  the  kirk  session  book  was  not  evi- 
feice  itself,  and,  not  being  so,  could  not  be  looked  at  for 
•*^y  pnrpose  whatever ;  3rdly,  that  the  certificate  it  self 
CMdd  not  be  evidence,  even  if  the  minister's  handwriting 
TO  been  proved ;  4thly,  that,  as  the  servant  who  delivered 
^  papers  to  Mr.  Strode  was  not  called  as  a  witness,  there 
^w  no  proof  that  the  certificate  had  ever  been  in  Stewart's 
P^^stion  at  all ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  indorsement  in 
Stewart's  handwriting  on  the  paper  produced,  that  in- 
**»enient  was  not  evidence  in  itself;   and  the  fact  of 
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1844.         Stewart^s  writing  being  upon  that  paper  only  shewed  tbaft 
Bmqiva       ^^^^  particular  paper  had  been  once  in  his  presence. 


Barber. 


The  Judges  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  certificate  wu 
not  receivable  in  evidence^  and  it  was  not  read. 

Mr.  Strode  having  stated  that  he  caused  a  stone  to  be 
erected  to  the  memory  of  Stewart^  was  asked,  in  cron- 
examination  by  Greaves,  for  the  prisoner  Fletcher,  whether 
he  had  not  put  the  age  of  Stewart  (sixty-five)  on  the  tomb- 
stone from  the  best  information  which  he  could  obtain,  and 
his  reply  was,  that  he  put  it  there  in  consequence  of  what 
Stewart  had  told  him. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  Attorney-General,  asked  what  Stewart 
had  told  him. 

Greaves  objected,  that,  as  he  only  inquired  into  the  wit- 
ness's reason  for  doing  a  certain  act,  and  had  not  asked 
what  the  conversation  was,  or  what  was  said,  it  was  nxi^ 
competent  to  the  Attomey-Greneral  to  put  such  a  qnestkui* 

The  Judges  held  that  the  question  could  not  be  put 

The  case  for  the  prosecution  having  closed. 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner  Fletcher,  said  that  he  shouU 
claim  his  right,  on  behalf  of  Fletcher,  to  address  the  joiT 
after  Mr.  Wilkins^  who  was  counsel  for  Barber,  had  ad- 
dressed the  jury  on  his  behalf. 

Wilkins  submitted,  that,  as  Mr.  Greaves  was  his  senior 
at  the  bar,  he  ought  to  make  his  address  to  the  juiy  fii*^ 

Gurney,  B.  (Williams,  J.,  and  Maule^  J.,  being  P^ 
sent)  said, — The  rule  is  this — if  the  counsel  cannot  agi*^ 
among  themselves  on  the  course  to  be  adopted,  it  is  ^ 
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!  Court  to  call  upon  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  to        1944. 
bress  the  jury  in  the  order  in  which  the  prisoners  are 
ned  in  the  indictment. 

ffilkbu  requested  that  his  Lordship  would  consult  the 
ler  Judges  on  the  subject^  as  the  present  rulings  he 
miitted^  was  contrary  to  the  usual  practice. 

QuBNEY^  B. — We  are  all  of  us  agreed  upon  the  subject. 

WUkins  then  addressed  the  jury  on  behalf  of  Barber^ 
loee  name  stood  first  in  the  indictment ;  and  having  ex- 
essed  an  intention  to  call  witnesses^ 

Greaves  submitted  that  he  ought  to  be  at  liberty  to 
Btpone  his  address  to  the  jury  until  after  those  witnesses 
i  been  examined.  He  cited  Jieale  v.  Mouls  {a),  and 
lers. 

The  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
opt  that  course^  and  both  Greaves  and  E,  James  severally 
Idressed  the  jury  on  behalf  of  Fletcher  and  Dorey,  before 
^iUAns  called  his  witnesses  for  Barber. 

When  his  Lordship  was  about  to  sum  up  the  case  to 
lejury, 

OreaveS,  for  the  prisoner  Fletcher,  referred  to  the  slat. 
J  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  10. — That  statute  provides,  that,  on  ad- 
Uiistration  being  granted,  the  bond  shall  be  taken  of 
6  person  to  whom  the  administration  is  to  be  granted ; 
d^  in  point  of  fact,  it  was  so  taken  in  this  case ;  and, 
t>Ugh  in  a  wrong  name,  yet  it  was  a  bond  taken  in  pur- 
i^Uce  of  the  statute,  and,  being  within  the  statute,  it 
*iiiot  be  treated  as  a  forgery.     If  the  Archbishop  had 

(a)  Ante,  p.  1. 
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brought  an  action  on  the  bond^  it  would  have  been  impoi- 
sible  for  the  person  who  gave  it  to  avoid  it,  for  she  would 
be  estopped  by  her  execution  of  it  from  denying  her  name. 
It  is  a  novel  case.  There  is  no  case  of  a  bond  given  under 
similar  requirements  in  any  act  of  Parliament.  I  sobmit 
that  this  point  is  worthy  of  consideration  {b). 

Clarkson,  for  the  prosecution. — R.  v.  Bigaud  {c)  is  the 
case  of  the  forgery  of  an  administration  bond. 

Greaves. — If  a  person  who  does  not  go  to  the  Preroga- 
tive Office  at  all  makes  out  a  bond  as  if  he  had  been  there^ 
that  will  be  a  forgery;  but  if  the  person  to  whom  the  ai— 
ministration  is  in  fact  granted  gives  the  bond^  though  in  ^ 
false  name^  it  cannot  be  a  forgery^  for  all  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  have  been  complied  with. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  (after  consulting  with  Williams,  J.,  and 
Maule,  J.),  said — I  really  cannot  see  any  force  in  this  ob- 
jection. The  act  requires  that  a  bond  should  be  giveo- 
The  indictment  alleges  that  a  person  in  the  name  of  Etii^" 
beth  Stewart,  that  not  being  her  name  at  all,  executed  • 
bond  as  if  she  were  really  Elizabeth  Stewart,  and  that  i* 
the  forgery  of  a  bond. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  in  summing  up,  (inter  alia),  said.— The 
substance  of  the  charge  in  the  indictment  is,  that  oo^ 


(6)  The  words  of  the  statute  are, 
"  That  all  ordinaries,  as  well  the 
judges  of  the  Prerogative  Courts 
of  Canterbury  and  York  for  the 
time  being,  as  all  other  ordinaries 
and  ecclesiastical  judges,  and  every 
of  them,  having  power  to  commit 
administration  of  the  goods  of  per- 
sons dying  intestate,  shall  and  may, 
upon  their  respective  granting  and 
committing  of  administration  of  the 


goods   of  persons  dying  intestate 
after  the  Ist  day  of  June,  1671,  ^ 
the  respective  person  or  pertont  '^ 
whom  any  administration  is  to  ^ 
committed    take    sufficient  boni^ 
with  two  or  more  able  sureties,  t^^ 
spect  being  had  to  the  value  of  t  ti* 
estate,  in  the  name  of  the  ordinaO  • 
with   the   condition  in   form  *•** 
manner  following,"  &c. 
(f)  O.  B.,  Feb.  18, 1826. 
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Oeorgiana  Bichards  forged  an  administration  bond;  and  the 
intent  is  laid,  in  different  counts,  to  be  to  defraud  the  Arch- 
l>iahop  of  Canterbury,  the  Commissioners  for  the  Tleduction 
of  the  National  Debt,  and  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  from  whose  clerks  the  money  was  even- 
tually obtained.    The  indictment  further  alleges,  that  the 
three  prisoners  were  accessaries  before  the  fact  to  the  forgery 
of  the  bond;  that  is,  that  they,  in  some  way  or  other,  assisted 
in  the  transaction;  that  they  have  done  acts  to  further  the 
ooinini»sion  of  the  forgery.    The  letters  of  administration 
wefe  granted  to  Elizabeth  Stewart,  as  sister  and  admini- 
stra.'trix  of  her  brother.    This  is  the  general  nature  of  the 
case  ;  and  you  will  pay  attention  to  the  different  acts  done 
by  t;Iie  different  prisoners,  and  form  your  judgment  whether 
those  acts  do  or  do  not  inculpate  them  within  the  terms  of 
tbe  indictment.     The  date  of  the  bond  is  the  Slst  of  July, 
l&^O.    You  will  keep  that  date  before  your  minds,  for  the 
pnsoners  are  charged  as  accessaries  before  the  fact  to  the 
forgery,  and  you  must  find  some  guilty  part  taken  by  the 
P^Boners  at  the  bar  before  the  bond  was  executed ;  that  is, 
before  that  day,  the  Slst  July,  1840.   His  Lordship  recapi- 
^ated  the  evidence,  and  the  jury  found 

Fletcher  and  Dorey  guilty,  and 
Barber,  not  guilty. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  A.  G.,  Clarkson,  Bodkin,  and  Sir  J,  Bayley, 
^^  the  Crown. 

fVUkins  and  Parry,  for  the  prisoner  Barber. 

Creaves  and  Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner  Fletcher. 

-R  James,  for  the  prisoner  Dorey. 

lA^ttornies— Jl  C  S^  If,  Freshfieldy  for  the  prosecution ;   Brameld, 

Humphreys^  S^  Flowery  for  the  prisoners.] 
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BEFORE  MR.  JUSTICE  WILLIAMS. 


April  16M.  Begina  v.  Barber^  Fletcher^  and  Others. 

Three  persons  -L  HE  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  all  the  pn- 
ThYrged  wifh  soners  with  feloniously  inciting  a  certain  evil -disposed 
procuring  cer-     person.  unknown.  to  forge  a  certain  will,  with  intent  to 

tain  other  per-     r  '  '  o  j 

sons  to  utter  a  defraud  One  Ann  Slack.  The  second  count  charged  Ba^ 
Throniy  eVi-     her  and  Lydia  Saunders  with  uttering  the  will,  knowing  it 

{^"wcSlon^'was  ^^  ^^  ^^^^g^^^  ^^^  Mrs.  Dorcy,  Fletcher,  and  Wiffiam 
ofiepmraieacu,  Sauuders,  with  being  accessaries  before  the  fact. 

at  scoarate 

times  and  The  evidcDce  for  the  prosecution  did  not  shew  any  joint 

eac?of  the*  ^^  *^  ^^°®  ^7  ^^^  accessaries,  but  only  separate  and  inde- 
persons  charged  pendent  acts  douc  at  separate  and  distinct  times  and  places* 

as  accessaries.       "^  "^  ^ 

At  the  end  of  After  all  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  had 
one  of  them       been  given,  Mrs.  Dorey  pleaded  guilty.     Upon  this, 

pleaded  guilty : 
-^Heldf  that 

the  other  two  Gveoves.  for  the  prisoner  Fletcher,  contended  that  tla^ 

might,  notwith-  1  ,      ,  .  ^-xi  J  s-^ 

standing,  be       Other  persous  charged  also  as  accessaries  were  entitled  tc 

an  acquittal;  that  every  act  which  made  a  party  an  aoce^-" 
sary  constituted  a  felony,  and  it  should  be  charged  accoidi'' 
ingly,  and  here  the  indictment  having  charged  a  yAxM^ 
procuring,  and  there  being  no  evidence  of  any  joint  prc^^ 
curing,  only  one  could  be  convicted.  He  referred  to  B^^ 
ffina  V.  Massinffham,  as  precisely  in  point  in  principle  (a). 


convicted. 


Williams,  J.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  objection 
not  a  good  objection  in  point  of  law ;  and  the  jury  found 


Barber,  Fletcher,   Lydia  Saunders,  am 
Amelia  Dorey,  guilty;  and  Willian^^ 
Saunders,  not  guilty  (A). 

(a)  1  M.  C.  C.  R.  257.  Mrs.  Saunders  and  Mn.  Doref, 

(b)  Fletcher   and   Barber  were     be  imprisoned  for  two  yean; 
sentenced  to  be  transported  fur  life  ;     William  Saunders  was  arrsi^giied 
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JErle,  ClarkMm,  Bodkin,  and  Sir  John  Bayley,  for  the        1844. 
Crown. 

fVUkins  and  Parry,  for  Barber. 

Stone  and  Phinn,  for  Lydia  and  William  Saunders. 

Greaves  and  BaUantine,  for  Fletcher. 

E.  James,  for  Amelia  Dorey. 

[Attomies — A,  Hcrmety  J,  C,  <5f  H,  Freshflddy  for  the  prosecution ; 
Brammeld,  Harmar,  Humphreys,  S^  Flower,  for  the  prisoners.] 

tnother  indictment,  which  charged  porting  to  he  the  last  will  of  Mary 

him  with  feloniously  inciting  a  cer-  Hunt.    To  this  he  pleaded  guilty, 

tain  eril-disposed  person  to  forge  a  and  was  sentenced  to  he  transported 

eertain  testamentary  writing,  pur-  for  seven  years. 


X'  M!  JU 


PROMOTIONS. 

In  the  Vacation  after  Hilary  Term,  1843,  N.  R.  Chrb, 
Esq.,  and  J.  B.  Byles,  Esq.,  were  called  to  the  degree  ct 
the  coif. 

In  Easter  Term,  1843,  Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham  recdfC^ 
a  Patent  of  Precedency. 


In  the  same  term.  Sir  G.  Lewin,  Knight,  the  Holt 
J.  C,  Talbot,  S.  Martin,  Esq.,  J.  A,  Roebtick,  Esq.,  and  ff^ 
H.  fVatson,  Esq.,  were  appointed  her  Majesty's  Couiisc] 
Learned  in  the  Law. 


In  the  same  Term,  Thomas  Pemberton  Leigh,  Esq., 
appointed  Chancellor  to  the  Prince  of  Wales,  and  the  Hon* 
/.  C  Talbot,  Attorney-General  to  the  Prince  of  Wales. 

In  the  Vacation  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1843,  /«fc 
Romilly,  Esq.,  was  appointed  one  of  her  Majesty's  CoonMi 
Learned  in  the  Law. 

In  Easter  Term,  1844,  Sir  F.  Pollock,  Knight,  was  ip 
pointed  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  ^ 
Lord  AbingeVy  deceased. 

In  the  same  term,  Sir  W,  fV.  Follett,  Knight,  was  ap- 
pointed Attorney-General,  vice  Sir  F.  PbUock;  and  F.  T^ 
siger,  Esq.,  was  appointed  Solicitor-General,  vice  Sir  f^»  "• 
Follett. 
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1844. 

OXFORD  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  1844. 


BSFOBE    LORD   CHIEF   JUSTICE   TINDAL   AND   MR.   SERJEANT 

ATCHERLET. 


ABINGDON  ASSIZES, 
{avU  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF   JUSTICE   TINDAL, 


Stroud  and  Others,  Executrix  and  Executors  of  John     July  llth. 
Stroud,  v,  Dandridge,  Administrator    of  William 
Beslet. 

-L/EBT  on  a  bond  for  £200,  given  by  tbe  defendant's  in-  On  a  plea  of 
testate  to  the  plaintifiTs'  testator,  dated  the  9th  of  August,  ^trmit,  it  wal 
1816.  TleeiS—Ut^non  est  factum;  2ud,  plene  administravit.  "^^^onhr^* 
The  execution  of  the  bond  was  proved ;  and,  with  a  view  plaintiffs,  that, 

^1.  ^-i*  •ii-i-i-i*^  ^^*  time  of 

shewing  assets  of  the  intestate  in  the  hands  of  the  de-  the  death  of 

fettdant,  it  was  proved  by  Mr.  George  Besley,  that  the  in-  IherlTwere'*' 

testate,  who  had  been  a  farmer,  died  on  the  12th  of  August,  J3  Z^^^t 

1834,  and  that  the  crops  on  his  premises  at  the  time  of  there  had  been 

^  death  were  worth  about  £400.    But  this  witness  also  the  premises 

about  a  month 
before,  at 
*"'^li  these  crops  were  put  up  for  sale : — Heidf  that,  as  the  crops  remained  on  the  premises 
^tli^  time  of  the  death  of  the  intestate^  it  lay  on  the  defendant,  as  administrator,  to  shew 
^^Jtliese  crops  had  not  come  to  his  hands. 

.  ^*^  a  plea  ofplem  adminittranitf  it  appeared  that  the  intestate,  six  months  before  his  death, 
!!*^  ^^signed  all  his  effects  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  such  of  his  creditors  as  should  execute 
^*^«ed  of  assigpnment.  The  deed  was  executed  by  himself  and  the  trustees,  but  not  by  any 
^"^v*  creditor: — Held,  that  the  administrator  might  give  in  evidence  advertisements  published 
"^^  %fter  the  execution  of  the  deed,  stating  where  the  deed  lay  for  execution  by  the  creditors, 
*^  falling  a  meeting  of  creditors  as  to  the  sale  of  the  effects,  and  also  a  resolution  of  that 
^"'^^^iig,  that  the  effects  should  be  sold,  as  this  evidence  went  to  shew  that  the  deed  was  acted 
^^>  and  was  a  hemifide  and  not  a  fraudulent  deed. 

Vol.  I.  GO  n.  p. 
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stated^  that  there  had  been  a  sale  by  auction  at  the  intei- 
tate^s  premises  in  July^  1834^  at  which  the  crops  had  been 
pat  up  for  sale. 

Godson^  for  the  defendant. — I  submit^  that  upon  tlui 
evidence  it  appears  that  whatever  crops  were  on  the  pre- 
mises had  been  sold. 

TiNDAL^  C.  J. — For  aught  that  appears^  every  thing 
might  have  been  bought  in.     It  is  in  proof  that  the  intet* 
tate  had  a  farm^  on  which^  at  the  time  of  his  deaths  were 
crops  to  the  amount  of  several  hundred  pounds ;  the  admi- 
nistrator had  the  right  to  all  he  died  possessed  o£ 

Go(2907t.— -Does  your  Lordship  think  that  this  throws  on 
the  defendant  the  burden  of  proof  of  what  the  deceased 
really  died  possessed  of? 

TiNDAL^  C.  J. — I  think  it  does. 

It  was  opened  by  Godson,  for  the  defendant,  that  tke 
intestate  had^  on  the  21st  of  February^  in  the  year  18H 
executed  a  deed  of  assignment^  by  which  he  assigned  thi 
whole  of  his  property  to  Mr.  John  Bobey  and  Mr.  Jamfli 
Cowdery^  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  and  that  Mr* 
Robey  and  Mr.  Cowdery,  by  an  advertisement  in  the  Bdk* 
shire  newspapers,  convened  a  meeting  of  the  crediton  d 
the  intestate,  who,  on  the  8rd  of  April,  1834,  came  to* 
resolution  to  sell  the  stock  and  crops  by  auction,  npoi 
which  the  trustees  directed  the  sale  of  the  stock  in  ApA 
1843,  and  the  sale  of  the  crops  in  July,  1843,  and  tb 
proceeds  of  these  two  sales  had  been  accounted  for  by  the 
auctioneers  to  the  trustees,  the  defendant  never  having  i^ 
ceived  a  shilling,  he  being  a  creditor,  who,  by  the  adfke 
of  counsel,  had  taken  out  administration,  in  order  thit 
there  might  be  a  personal  representative  of  the  intestate, 
to  appear  as  a  party  to  some  Chancery  proceedings  i^ 
specting  some  other  property  of  the  intestate. 
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The  deed  of  assignment  was  put  in  and  read.  It  was 
lated  the  21st  of  February,  1834,  and  purported  to  be 
nade  between  the  intestate  of  the  first  part,  Messrs.  Bobey 
ind  Cowdery  (the  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors)  of 
Aie  second  part,  and  the  several  persons,  creditors  of  the 
intestate,  who  should  execute  it  of  the  third  part.  It  was 
eiecnted  on  the  day  of  the  date  by  the  intestate  and  by 
tke  trustees,  but  not  at  any  time  by  any  other  creditor. 
Bj  this  deed  the  intestate  conveyed  ^'  all  and  singular '^  his 
'^brmiog  stock,  crops,"  Sec.,  "  and  efiEects  whatsoever,"  to 
tke  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  sell  them  at  such  time  or  times 
M  a  majority,  in  number  and  value,  of  the  creditors,  at  a 
ueeting  to  be  called  with  seven  days'  notice,  should  direct, 
ind  divide  the  proceeds  among  those  creditors  who  should 
ttecote  this  deed. 

It  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  give  in 
^ridence  an  advertisement  in  the  Beading  Mercury  of  the 
Srd  of  March,  1834,  which  stated,  that  this  deed  had  been 
ttecated  by  the  intestate,  and  that  it  lay  for  the  creditors 
to  execute  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Frankum,  at  Abingdon. 
Aho  an  advertisement  in  the  Berkshire  Chronicle  of  the 
Ml  of  March,  1834,  signed,  ''  By  order  of  the  trustees, 
IhMiias  Frankum,  their  solicitor,"  giving  notice  of  a  meet- 
ly of  the  creditors  of  the  intestate  on  the  3rd  of  April, 
1884^  to  assent  to,  or  dissent  from,  the  trustees  proceeding 
to  an  immediate  sale  of  the  effects.  Also  a  resolution 
ttteied  into  at  the  meeting  of  creditors  on  the  3rd  of 
ifril,  1834,  directing  the  trustees  to  sell  the  stock  and 
Oopi.  It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Frankum  that  he  caused 
^  advertisements  to  be  published,  and  did  so  by  order  of 
^  trustees;  and  he  also  proved  the  resolutions  of  the 
iiioetiiig  of  the  creditors  to  which  he  was  the  attesting 
^'itncss, 

^fHuUeley,  for  the  plaintiffs. — I  submit,  that  these  ad- 
^tttitements  and  the  resolution  of  the  creditors  are  not 
'^Yable  in  evidence  against  the  plaintiffs,  as  they  are  no 

o  o  2 
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1844.        p  arties  to  the  publication  of  the  adyertisementSj  and  were 
"  not  present  at  the  meeting  of  creditors. 


V. 

Dandridob. 


TiNDAL^  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  whole  of  this  eiidenee 
is  receivable,  as  shewing  that  the  deed  was  acted  upci 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  it  was  made.    It  is  a  dee& 
executed  by  the  debtor  and  by  the  trustees,  and  by  vO 
other  creditor,  and,  being  thus  circumstanced,  yon  mighlfc 
contend  that  it  was  a  deed  that  was  never  acted  upoiii  and. 
that  it  was  a  fraudulent  deed  merely  made  to  prevent  tfa0 
property  from  being  taken  in  execution.    On  the  otLer 
hand,  this  evidence  is  given  to  shew  that  the  deed  was 
acted  upon  soon  after  its  execution. 

The  advertisements,  and  the  resolutions  entered  into  at 
the  meeting  of  the  creditors,  were  read  in  evidence. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Belcher,  that  he  and  bis  ptrtaoi 
who  were  auctioneers,  sold  the  farming  stock  and  cropiflf 
the  intestate  by  auction  by  order  of  Mr.  Bobey  and  lb 
Cowdery,  the  former  in  April,  1884,  the  latter  in  J^t 
1834;  and  that  he  and  his  partner  had  accounted  lift 
Mr.  Robey  and  Mr.  Cowdery  for  the  proceeds  of  tbon 
sales,  amounting  to  544/.  4^.  2d.,  but  that  no  money  wU- 
ever  had  been  either  accounted  for  or  paid  to  the  dfitel- 
ant  either  by  him  or  his  partner. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  (to  the  jury). — ^As  far  as  the  intestate «* 
concerned,  he  had  divested  himself  of  this  propertyitt^ 
the  defendant  by  this  evidence  has  made  out  Ins  seooa' 
plea. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  issn^  ^ 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second  isnie. 

Whateley  and  Keating^  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Godson  and  Carrityton,  for  the  defendant. 

[Altornies— 3/ar/i/f,  and  Frankum  ^  Bartlett.'] 
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1844. 

}iiiN  &  C!ox^  Assignees  of  Richard  Puset,  a  Bankrupt^      July  \2th, 

V.  Bradfield. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  de-  A.,a  trader,  on 
indant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees^  and  on  an  tober^gaveB.*, 
aeeoont  stated  with  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees. — Plea,  non  ^r*  *>'"'»"  <^'«- 

^  o  /  ditors,  an  order 

UnMfHtm  for  money 

__  drawn  bv  a 

It  was  opened  by  Godson,  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  in  the  board  of  guar. 
wmthof  September,  1843,  the  bankrupt,  who  was  a  baker,  p^orU^'heir 
wsi  indebted  to  Mr.  Cox,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  a  sum  of  measurer,  pay- 

^  ^  able  to  A.,  but 

»75,for  which  Mr.  Cox  pressed  for  payment;  and  on  several  not  to  bearer  or 
occasions  in  that  month  the  bankrupt  promised  to  pay  Mr.  4th^of  October^ 
Cox  as  soon  as  he  was  paid  a  sum  of  money  which  he  stated  ^*  committed 

^  "^  an  act  of  bank- 

to  be  due  to  him  from  the  Abingdon  Union ;  and  the  bank-  ruptcy,  of 
npt,  having  afterwards  obtained  an  order  of  the  board  of  notice  on  the 
Soaidians  of  the  poor  of  the  Abingdon  Union  on  their  ^^^^  the  uea! 
tnaanrer  for  a  sum  of  19/.  Os.  2Arf.,  which  order  was  pay-  *"'«''  *^^^.**« 

"      union  paid  B. 

•ble  to  the  bankrupt  only,  and  not  to  order  or  bearer,  the  the  amount  of 

bnikrapt  gave  it  to  his  brother  on  the  2nd  of  October,  1843,  fiat  of  bank« 

together  with  £11  in  cash,  desiring  him  to  pay  it  to  the  "g^J^^tX^on 

Mmdant,  (who  was  also  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt),  which  ^^e  22nd  of 

-  .  ,  .  November: — 

tie  bankrupt's  brother  accordingly  did  on  the  evening  of  Held,  that  A.'s 
tteSad  of  October;  and  about  an  hour  after  that  the  bank-  not  recove^the 
npt  consulted  a  friend  as  to  making  a  composition  with  a"\o"7'of^*»e 

*  or  order  m  an  ac- 

liii  creditors,  he  being  then  insolvent.     On  the  4th  of  Oc-  t>o"  fo»^  money 
tober  the  bankrupt  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  ccived  by  b., 
^chthe  defendant  had  notice  on  the  5th;  and  the  trea-  ^^  xrAnZc^iorC* 
•wer  of  the  Abingdon  Union  being  Mr.  Knapp,  who  was  p/otected  by 

tne  scat*  ^  OL  o 
Vict.  c.  29,8. 1, 
and  that  the 

Am 

^'snitction"  was,  so  far  as  the  bankrupt  was  concerned,  complete  on  the  2nd  of  October. 

^determine  whether  a  fraudulent  preference  has  been  given  by  a  bankrupt  to  one  of  his 
^'^oriby  a  payment,  it  will  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  payment  was  voluntary,  and 
^thoQt  iny  pressure  by  the  creditor,  and  was  made  when  the  debtor  knew  that  he  must  be  a 
^^nipt,  and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy. 

^B  order  to  constitute  "  pressure,''  it  is  not  necessary  that  legal  proceedings  should  have 
V^  feiorted  to,  for,  if  the  pressure  was  such  that  it  overweighed  the  bankrupt's  own  inclina- 
^>  >Qd  induced  him  to  pay  against  his  will,  that  would  be  sufficient  pressure  within  the 
•^ning  of  the  bankrupt  laws. 

^^oiB  a  person  being  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  he 
**''^plates  bankruptcy,  as  he  may  hope  that  his  affairs  may  rally  and  come  round. 
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1844. 


a  banker  with  whom  the  defendant  kept  an  aooovnt,  fte 
defendant^  on  the  9th  of  October,  took  the  order  ftr  Ae 
19/.  Os.  2\d.  to  him,  and  he  then  transferred  the  amoot 
from  the  account  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  aoooant  of  the  de- 
fendant on  the  mere  presentment  of  the  order;  andontk 
22nd  of  November  a  fiat  of  bankroptcy  issued  sgnik 
the  bankrupt,  under  which  the  plaintiffs  were  appoiitoi 
assignees. 


TixDAL,  C.  J. — The  £11  and  the  order  came  to  Oe 
defendant's  hands  before  the  fiat,  and  the  late  act  of  Pta^ 
liament  (a)  cures  all  up  to  the  fiat,  unless  it  was  a  firsnli- 
lent  preference. 


(a)  The  aUt.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29, 
by  which,  after  reciting  that  by  the 
■tat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, ''  all  payments 
really  and  bond  fide  made  by  any 
bankrupt,  or  by  any  person  on  his 
behalf,  before  the  date  and  issuing 
of  the  commission  against  such 
banknipt,  to  any  creditor  of  such 
bankrupt,  (such  payment  not  being 
a  fraudulent  preference  of  such 
creditor),  should  be  deemed  valid, 
notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  com- 
mitted, and  that  all  payments  really 
and  bond  fide  made  to  any  bank- 
rupt before  the  date  and  issuing  of 
the  commission  against  such  bank- 
rupt should  be  deemed  valid,  not- 
withstanding any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed,  and  that  such 
creditor  should  not  be  liable  to  re- 
fund the  same  to  the  assignees  of 
such  banknipt,  provided  the  person 
so  dealing  with  the  bankrupt  had 
not  at  the  time  of  such  payment  to 
such  bankrupt  notice  of  any  bank- 
niptcy  committed :  And  whereas, 
by  an  net  passed  in  this  present 
session  of  Parliament,  intituled 
*  An  Act  for  the  better  Protection 


of  Purchasen  agiinst  JudgBMitii 
Crown  Debta,  Lis  pendeni^  wi 
Fiats  in  Bankmptcj/  [the  ilrf.  3 
Vict  c.  11]  it  is  enacted,  diK  il 
conveyances  by  any  bankmpl  Ml 
fide  made  and  executed  bete  thr 
date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat  sgMit 
such  bankrupt  aball  be  valid,  nt- 
withstanding  any  prior  act  of  M* 
ruptcy  by  him  committed,  proridii 
the   person  or  persons  to  wks 
such  banknipt  ao  conveyed  lii 
not  at  the  time  of  sach  cooiijaff 
notice  of  any  prior  act  of  \t^ 
ruptcy  by  him  committed:  hA 
whereas  it  is  expedient  tiut  fM' 
protection  abonld  be  given  tops" 
sons  dealing  with  bankrapti 
the    issuing  of  any  fiat 
them."    It   is    therefore 
"  That  all  contracts,  dealingi^  ^ 
transactions  by  and  with  anytaik'' 
nipt  really  and  bond  fide  joukvA 
entered  into  before  the  date 
issuing  of  the   fiat  against 
and  all  executions  and  attadioMi^ 
against  the  lands  and  tencmeit^ 
or  goods  and  chattels  of  sodibi^' 
nipt  bond  fide  executed  or  kvi^ 
before  the  date  and  inaing  of  tbt 
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Godmm. — I  submit^  as  to  the  sum  of  19^  0».  2id.,  that, 
as  the  order  was  not  transferable^  and  was  not  a  negoti- 
able instmmenty  no  money  of  the  bankrupt  was  received 
by  the  defendant  till  the  9th  of  October,  which  is  after  the 
defendant  had  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and,  further, 
I  put  it,  with  respect  to  the  whole  amount  of  SOL  Os,  2^d., 
that  the  delivery  of  this  order  to  the  defendant  was,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  of  itself  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  I  also 
submit,  that  there  was  in  this  case  a  fraudulent  preference, 
for,  although  there  may  be  no  specific  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  bankrupt  contemplated  bankruptcy,  it  was  laid 
down  by  Lord  Dennumj  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Aldred,  assignee 
ofBroum,  v.  Constable  (i),  that  the  contemplation  of  insol- 
vency is  so  far  from  being  inconsistent  with  that  of  bank- 
ruptcy, that  it  is  material  evidence  among  the  ingredients 
of  proving  it,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  particular  act 
of  bankruptcy  must  have  been  in  contemplation  to  make  a 
preference  fraudulent  and  void. 


1844. 


Green 

V. 

Bradfixld. 


It  was  proved  that  the  bankrupt  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  the  4th  of  October,  1843,  which  the  de- 
fendant knew  of  on  the  5th ;  and  that  on  the  2nd  he  gave 
the  sum  of  £11  in  cash  and  the  order  on  the  treasurer  of 
the  union  to  his  brother  to  give  to  the  defendant,  which 
he  did  on  that  evening;  and  that  about  an  hour  afterwards 
on  the  same  evening  the  defendant  consulted  a  person 


fiat,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid, 
notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  com- 
mitted; provided  the  person  or 
penons  to  dealing  with  tuch  bank- 
rapt,  or  at  whose  suit  or  on  whose 
aceoant  such  execution  or  attach- 
ment shall  have  issued,  had  not  at 
the  time  of  such  contract,  dealing, 
ar  transaction,  or  at  the  time  of 
executing  or  levying  such  execu- 
tion or  attachment,  notice  of  any 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him 


committed;  provided  also^  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
deemed  or  taken  to  give  validity  to 
any  payment  made  by  any  bank- 
rapt,  being  a  fraudulent  preference 
of  any  creditor  or  creditors  of  such 
bankrupt,  or  to  any  execution 
founded  on  a  judgment  on  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  or  cognovit  given 
by  any  bankrupt  by  way  of  such 
fraudulent  preference." 

(b)  12  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B^ 
253. 
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1844.        named  Griffin  as  to  making  a  composition  with  Iiis  credi- 

Orbbn        *^^>  *°^  ^7  ^^®  advice  consulted  Mr.  Frankum  (who  wis 
^-  a  solicitor)  on  the  subject  on  the  same  evening ;  and  that  on 

the  9th  of  October  the  order  (which  was  put  in  and  read) 
was  presented  at  the  banking-house  of  Messrs.  Knapp,  and 
its  amount  transferred  from  the  credit  of  the  AbingdoMi 
Union  to  that  of  the  defendant.  And  the  fiat  in  bsnlo 
ruptcy  against  the  defendant^  dated  November  22ndy  IMA 
was  also  put  in. 

The  order  was  in  the  following  form : — 

Abingdon  Union. 

The  28th  day  of  September,  1848. 
No.  298. 

The  Treasurer  of  the  Abingdon  Union,  Pay  B.  Pnsqr  the 

sum  of  nineteen  pounds  and  two-pence  halfpenny. 

£19  08.  2H 

B.  C.  Latham,  PreMing  Chaimuai, 

James  Simmons,  1  ^       _. 
Wm.  Franklin,    j^*^*^' 
Rich.  Ellis,  Clerk  of  the  Board  rf 
Guardians, 

Talfimrd,  Serjt.,  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendtii 
— ^To  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  in  this  action,  job 
must  be  satisfied  that  this  payment  by  the  bankrupt  totte 
defendant  was  voluntary,  and  that  at  the  time  of  it  tte 
bankrupt  either  contemplated  a  bankruptcy  or  was  in  sodi 
circumstances  that  a  bankruptcy  was  unavoidable.  If  tU> 
payment  was  made  in  consequence  of  previous  arraogB' 
mcnt>  and  was  not  the  spontaneous  act  of  the  debtor,  it 
will  not  be  a  fraudulent  preference.  Then,  did  the  btok' 
rupt  at  the  time  of  this  payment  contemplate  bankraptej* 
or  was  the  state  of  things  such  that  it  was  inevitable?  '^ 
(as  will  be  proved  by  the  bankrupt  himself)  he  was  in  dif- 
ficulties, but  stiU  hoped  to  go  on,  that  will  not  be  sach  • 
state  of  things  as  will  allow  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  in  this 
action. 
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For  the  defendant^  Richard  Pusey  (the  bankrupt)  was  1844. 
called.  He  stated,  that  the  defendant  supplied  him  with  gbbkn 
flour,  and  that  he  (the  bankrupt)  supplied  the  Abingdon  ^' 

Union  with  bread  from  the  early  part  of  the  year  1843 ; 
and  that  he  had  then  agreed  with  the  defendant  that  the 
latter  should  supply  him  with  flour  at  S8s.  a  sack,  and  be 
paid  for  it  at  the  end  of  each  quarter  from  the  money  that 
he  (the  bankrupt)  received  from  the  union.  This  witness 
further  said,  '*  I  did  not  think  to  give  up  business  till  after 
I  had  seen  Mr.  Griffin.  He  advised  me  to  go  to  Mr.  Fran- 
kum,  who  said  I  had  better  give  up.  I  had  not  thought 
of  giving  up  business  till  the  evening  of  the  2nd  of  Octo- 
ber. I  had  no  design  to  make  over  my  effects,  and  till 
the  2nd  of  October  I  intended  to  have  tried  to  have  kept 
on  my  business.'' 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  (in  summing  up). — The  ground  on  which 
the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  this  sum  of  £30  is,  that 
Richard  Pusey,  knowing  that  his  affairs  were  in  that  con- 
dition and  posture  that  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  would  be 
issued  against  him,  thought  proper,  of  his  own  accord,  to 
pay  that  sum  to  Mr.  Bradfield,  one  of  his  creditors;  and,  if 
you  are  satisfied  upon  the  evidence  that  the  money  was 
paid  without  any  pressure  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bradfield, 
and  also  that  Pusey  knew  he  must  be  a  bankrupt,  and  paid 
the  money  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  the  plaintiffs 
have  a  right  to  recover  in  this  action  j  but,  unless  those  cir- 
cumstances concur,  you  ought  to  find  for  the  defendant. 
The  two  points  which  you  must  consider  are  very  narrow 
indeed,  and  the  evidence  relating  to  them  lies  in  a  very 
small  compass,  for  it  does  not  signify  a  doit,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  whether  Mr.  Cox  pressed  for  his  money,  or  not.  Mr. 
Cox  was  pressing  Pusey  for  payment,  no  doubt,  from 
night  till  morning,  and  so  might  twenty  other  persons 
have  done ;  but  the  question  for  your  consideration  on  the 
first  point  is,  whether  the  money  paid  to  the  defendant 
w  s  a  voluntary  payment.     In  order  to  constitute  ^'  pres- 
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1844.        sure/'  it  is  not  necessary  that  legal  proceedings  should  have 

Grbkn        ^^^  resorted  to;  for,  if  the  pressure  was  such  that  it  OTei>- 

^'  weighed  Pusey's  own  inclination,  and  induced  him  to  pay 

Bradfibld* 

against  his  will,  that  would  be  sufficient  pressure  within 
the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws.    Assuming  you  to  be 
satisfied  that  the  pressure  is  made  out,  you  will  then  hare 
to  say,  whether  you  are  satisfied  that  the  payment  wis 
made  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.    You  will  obserfe 
that  the  fiat  did  not  issue  till  near  seven  weeks  after  the 
payment  of  the  money,  and,  although  there  is  no  doubt 
that  Pusey  was  in  embarrassed  circumstances  at  the  time^ 
it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  contemplated  bank- 
ruptcy, as  a  man  might  hope  that  his  affairs  would  rallf 
and  come  round  again.    Nothing  appears  either  to  lead 
the  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  a  bankruptcy  was  con- 
templated at  the  meeting  which  took  place  when  the  as- 
signment was  proposed,  and  the  bankrupt  himself  states 
that  he  had  never  thought  of  such  a  thing.     However,  yoo 
will  take  the  whole  of  the  evidence  into  your  consideraticmi 
and  return  such  a  verdict  as  you  think  the  evidence  wiD 

warrant  you  in  finding. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 

Godson  and  Carrinffton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Talfourd,  Seijt.,  and  Tyrwhitt,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Frankum  8f  Bartletiy  and  Badcock,'] 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

BEFORE    LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.,   WILLIAMS,  J.,   COLERIDOBi  '•! 

AND  WIOHTMAN,  /. 

Nop,  6M.  Godson  applied  for  a  new  trial,  first,  on  the  ground,  that, 

as  the  defendant  had,  on  the  5th  of  October,  notice  of  tf^ 
act  of  bankruptcy  of  Richard  Pusey  on  the  4th,  the  receipt 
of  the  money  by  him  on  the  9th  of  October,  from  the  trea- 
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of  the  Abingdon  Union^  was  not  protected  by  the         1844. 


tnte  2  &:  8  Vict.  c.  29. 


Grsbk 

V. 

Bradfisld. 


C]loLERiDOE,  J. — ^All  that  the  bankrupt  ever  did  was  on 
tts.^  2nd  of  October.  Is  not  the  bankrupt  giving  the  paper 
to    t;he  defendant  the  only  '*  transaction"  with  him? 

Codson,  I  submit,  that  it  was  only  an  incomplete  trans- 
acsr^ion  until  the  treasurer  so  acted  as  to  convert  the  order 
imt:o  money.     There  is  also  another  point,  which  is,  that 
ti&e  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  on  the 
question,  whether  the  bankrupt  contemplated  bankruptcy. 
N'ow,  I  submit,  that  his  Lordship  should  have  left  it  to 
ibem  also  to  say,  whether  the  bankrupt  did  not  contem- 
plate insolvency;  and  that,  when  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
bankrupt  to  distribute  his  property  among  his  creditors, 
it    18  immaterial  whether  he  contemplated  doing  so  by 
l*uakruptcy  or  by  insolvency.    This  appears  from  the  cases 
^f  .^Udred  v.  Constable  (c),  and  Ogden  v.  Stone  {d).    In  the 
^tter  case.  Baron  Alderson  said,  ''Is  not  the  true  construc- 
^on  this,  that  if  amongst  other  results  the  party  contem- 
plates insolvency,  and  makes  the  payment  to  defeat  an 
^^al  distribution  of  his  effects  amongst  his  creditors,  that 
»  sufficient?'' 

Xx)rd  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  the  cases  cited  are  not 
^I^plicable  to  the  present,  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
•^^ukrupt  here  ever  contemplated  insolvency ;  and  it  also 
^f^pears  to  me,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  saying,  that 
^*^ere  was  any  "  transaction''  with  the  bankrupt  after  the 
^T^ii  of  October;  but  we  will  confer  with  the  Lord  Chief 
^^«tice. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  that     Nov.  15M. 

(c)  12  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  253.  (rf)  11  Mee.  &  W.  494. 
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Grbbn 

V, 

Bbadfubld. 


in  this  case  there  would  be  no  rule,  as  the  Court  was  oC 
opinion  that  the  '^  transaction '^  with  the  bankrupt  wasoon- 
plete  on  the  2nd  of  October,  and  that  the  case  had  been 
properly  left  to  the  jury  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 


[Crown  Side). 


BEFORE    MR.    SERJEANT   ATCHSRLEY. 


Reoina  t;.  Robins. 

Abduction.— Indictment  on  the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c31, 
s.  20,  which  charged,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  7tb  of 
May,  1644,  at  West  Woodhay,  '' unlawfully  did  take  mi 
cause  to  be  taken  one  Jane  Willavize,  out  of  the  possesskm- 
and  against  the  will  of  William  Willavize,  her  father,  Ae 
the  said  Jane  Willavize  then  and  there  being  an  uninar' 
ried  girl,  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  to  wit,  of  the  ago 
of  fifteen  years,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  "  &c. 

It  was  proved  by  Mr^  William  Willavize,  that  his  dan^- 
ter  was  between  fifteen  and  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  would 
not  be  sixteen  years  of  age  till  the  month  of  October,  1844; 
and  that  he  was  at  home  at  the  time  when  she  was  bom- 
He  also  proved,  that  she  resided  in  his  house  up  to  tbe 
6th  of  May,  1844,  and  was  there,  as  usual,  on  that  nigU 
when  the  family  went  to  bed,  and  that  on  the  morning  of 
the  7th  she  was  missing  from  his  house.  It  was  further 
proved  by  Jane  Willavize  herself,  that,  on  the  night  be- 
tween the  6th  and  7th  of  May,  1844,  she  went  to  the 
window  of  a  loft,  to  which  she  had  access  from  her  bed- 
room, and  there  found  a  ladder  reared  up  against  the  win* 


Juljf  12/A. 

A.  went  in  tbe 
night  to  the 
houae  of  Bm 
and  placed  a 
ladder  against 
a  window,  and 
held  it  fur  J., 
the  daughter  of 
B.,  to  descend, 
which  she  did, 
and  then 
eloped  with  A. 
J.  was  a  girl 
under  sixteen, 
«iz.  fifteen 
years  old : — 
Heldt  that  this 
was  a  "  taking" 
of  J.  out  of  the 
possession  of  her 
father  within 
the  Stat.  9  Geo. 
4,  c.  31,  8.20, 
although  J.  had 
herself  pro- 
posed to  A.  to 
bring  the  lad- 
der and  to  elope 
with  him. 

Held,  also, 
that  it  was  no 
defence  for  A., 
that  he  did  not 
know  that  J. 
was  under  six- 
teen, or  that 
from  her  appearance  he  might  have  thought  she  was  of  a  greater  age. 
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dow;  and  that  she  went  down  this  ladder^  which  the  defend- 
ant held  for  her  to  descend ;  and  that  she  then  went  with 
him  to  Beading^  and  thence  to  Brentford^  where  she  had 
cohabited  for  three  weeks  with  the  defendant,  who  was  18 
years  old,  and  was  her  father's  under-carter.  In  her  cross- 
examination  she  stated,  that  she  expected  to  find  the  lad- 
der at  the  window,  and  that  she  had  previously  arranged 
with  the  defendant  to  bring  the  ladder,  and  to  elope  with 
him,  and  that  he  had  never  proposed  it  to  her. 


1844. 


J.  Jefferys  Williams,  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that 
this  was  not  a  taking,  or  causing  to  be  taken,  within  the 
Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  20,  and  relied  upon  the  case  of 
R^ina  y.  Mary  Ann  Meadows  before  Mr.  Baron  Parke  (a). 

Selfe,  for  the  prosecution. — That  case  might  have  been 
decided  on  the  ground,  that  the  child,  when  taken  away, 
was  not  in  the  possession  of  any  person.  Can  it  be  said, 
if  a  man  places  a  ladder  at  a  window,  and  induces  a  young 
girl  to  leave  her  father's  house  by  coming  down  it,  that 
that  is  not  a  taking  her  firom  the  possession  of  her  father? 
In  the  case  cited  there  was  no  actual  taking  of  the  girl 
out  of  the  possession  of  her  mistress,  as  the  girl  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  abduction,  £ar  away  from  her  mistress,  and 
firom  her  mistress's  house. 

Atcheblxy,  Serjt. — There  is  a  case  in  Eeble  in  its  cir- 
cumstances a  good  deal  resembling  the  present  {b). 


(a)  Ante,  p.  399. 

(6)  The  case  of  Rex  v.  TwiieU 
ton  and  others^  2  Keb.  432,  Mich. 
T.,  20  Car.  2.  In  that  case,  **  in 
an  infonnation  for  conspiracy,  and 
the  deceitful  and  riotous  taking 
mway  of  a  girl  fifteen  years  of  age, 
without  the  father's  consent,  being 
in  the  custody  of  her  father,  the 


Court  conceived  this  an  offence  at 
common  law,  and  the  statutes  4  &  5 
Ph.  &  Mar.  and  3  H.  7  [relating 
to  abduction]  were  but  for  aggra- 
vation of  punishment,  and  do  not 
create  any  offence  originally ;  and 
albeit  the  girl  did  consent  before, 
yet  the  Court  took  no  regard  to 
this,  but  directed  the  jury  to  find 
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J,  Jefferys  WUliams. — Whatever  might  have  been  tbe 
law  in  Keble's  time^  the  Court  can  now  only  go  apQn  the 
Stat.  9  Qeo.  4,  c.  81.  It  is  suggested,  that  the  caw  cM 
Regina  y.  Meadows  might  have  gone  on  the  ground  Aafe 
the  girl  was  not  taken  from  her  mistress,  because  she  vbjp 
out  on  an  errand ;  but  that  is  not  the  ground  stated  by  thte 
learned  Baron  as  that  on  which  he  decided  that  case; 
if  it  were  held,  that  a  child  was  out  of  its  father's 
tody  and  possession,  merely  because  it  was  sent  on 
errand,  or  was  out  for  a  walk,  the  most  serious  come- 
quences  would  ensue. 


tbem  guilty,  who,  after  some  dis- 
pute with  the  Court,  did  so.  Parents 
might  have  trespass  on  the  stat.  4 
&  5  Phil.  &  Mar.  c.  8."  That  cose 
is  also  reported  in  1  Sid.  387>  where 
it  is  said,  that  several  exceptions 
were  taken  to  the  information,  (not 
stating  what  they  were),  hut  that  all 
of  them  were  overruled.  The  re« 
port  in  Siderfin  states  the  inform- 
ation to  have  he(  n  for  taking  and 
marrying   the   sole  daughter  and 

heir  apparent  of Twiselton,  of 

Kent,  without  the  assent  and 
against  the  will  of  her  father,  hut 
does  not  state  that  the  information 
was  for  a  conspiracy.  Tlie  case  of 
Rex  V.  Twisleton  and  others  is  also 
reported  hy  Mr.  Justice  Levinz  (1 
Lev.  257)  as  follows  : — "  Informa- 
tion for  this,  that  the  defendants, 
using  to  come  and  he  entertained 
at  the  house  of  another  Twisleton, 
seduced  his  daughter,  heing  his  heir 
apparent  to  a  great  estate,  to  marry 
her;  and  that  the  defendants  Twi- 
sleton and  the  others,  without  the 
assent  of  her  father,  carried  the  girl 
from  her  father's  house,  and  the  de- 
fendantTwisleton  married  her;  and, 
on  a  trial  at  har,  it  appeared  in  evi- 


dence, that  the  defendant 
ton,  heing  a  remote  kinsmso  lodoT 
little  fortune,  being  fieeqaeaHlj  cb- 
tertained  at  the  boose  of  the  fttkir, 
made  love  to  tbe  danghter,  bit 
there  was  no  proof  of  any  sedoct- 
ments,  but  ordinary  compIiiiMli 
between  the  young  people;  aad  It 
was  offeied  in  evidence,  that  duct* 
couragement  to  this  afiair  proeee^ 
ed  from  the  daughter,  wilom  A* 
father  intended  to  marry  to  anote 
kinsman  of  bit  name  d  mors  ett- 
siderable  estate  that  the  dingliMr 
loved  not  so  well;  and  thst  Ai 
daughter,  hy  agreement  betwMi 
her  and  the  defendants,  wentta 
the  house  of  her  father  to  a  pUo 
appointed,  and  there  met  the  de- 
fendants, and  was  married  to  tb 
defendant  Twisleton  ;  on  whiditk 
Court  directed  the  jury— that  lk> 
daughter,  being  of  tender  jtUh 
viz.  under  sixteen,  and  a  ff^ 
fortune,  this  was  an  offence  is  4* 
defendants  within  the  infoimatiflif 
and  that  they  ought  to  find  tbtf* 
guilty,  which  they  did,  but  kn^ 
tanter  ut  tembU,  and  then  beft>* 
any  fine  imposed  pari<$  eoasf^ 
averunt" 
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Atchsblet,  Seijt. — ^The  words  of  the  2l8t  section  of  the  1844. 
Stat.  9  Oeo.  4,  c.  29,  are,  "  That,  if  any  person  shall  mali- 
cioualy,  either  by  force  or  fraud,  lead,  or  take  away,  or  de- 
coy^ or  entice  away,  or  detain  any  child  under  the  age  of 
ten  years,  with  intent  to  deprive  the  parent  or  parents,  or 
any  other  person  having  the  lawful  care  or  charge  of  such 
ehild,  of  the  possession  of  such  child,  or  with  intent  to 
steal  any  article  upon  or  about  the  person  of  such  child,  to 
whomsoever  such  articles  may  belong,''  he  shall  be  guilty  of 
felony;  but  the  20th  section  only  says, ''  That,  if  any  per- 
son shall  unlawfully  take,  or  cause  to  be  taken,  any  unmar- 
ried girl,  being  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  out  of  the 
possession  and  against  the  will  of  her  father,  or  mother,  or 
of  any  other  person  having  the  lawful  care  or  charge  of 
her/'  he  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour,  and  it  is  not 
required  that  it  should  be  with  any  particular  intent.  It 
is  said  here,  that  there  was  no  taking,  because  the  girl  was 
willing  to  go ;  and,  to  support  that  view  of  the  case,  it  must 
be  contended  that  there  never  can  be  a  taking  within 
this  enactment  where  the  girl  is  a  consenting  party.  But 
it  appears  to  me,  that,  if  a  man  takes  a  girl  under  sixteen 
firom  her  father's  house,  under  the  circumstances  that  have 
been  proved  here,  that  is  an  unlawful  taking  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act.  I  cannot  introduce  more  into  the 
statute  than  it  contains,  but  the  object  of  the  enactment 
was^  to  provide  for  such  cases  as  this. 

/•  Jefferys  WilliatM  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant, 
and  submitted,  that  the  defendant  probably  did  not  know 
that  Jane  Willavize  was  under  sixteen  years  of  age,  as  her 
appearance  led  to  a  supposition  that  she  was  older. 

Atchsblbt,  Serjt.,  (in  summing  up). — In  cases  of  this 
kind  there  must  be  great  variety  of  circumstances.  Here 
you  find  a  lad  of  eighteen,  who  runs  away  with  a  girl  who 
is  between  fifteen  and  sixteen.  There  is  no  force  and  no 
fraud,  and  we  find  that  he  planted  the  ladder  at  a  window. 
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and  she  came  down  it  to  elope  with  him ;  and  the  rest  of 

the  case  shews^  that  this  young  girl^  probably  under  some 

vague  notion  of  marriage^  is  carried  away  to  Reading,  and 

thence  to  Brentford,  and  for  three  weeks  cohabits  with 

this  person,  and  is  thus  ruined  for  life.    nWith  respect  to 

the  defendant  not  knowing  that  she  was  sixteen,  I  hold 

that  the  case  is  within  the  act  if  the  girl  was  in  £sct  nol 

sixteen  years  of  age,  and  that  a  person  taking  her  away  does 

so  at  his  peril.     By  her  appearance  and  her  forwardness 

for  it  was  she  that  made  the  proposal  to  elope,  the  defeod* 

ant  might  have  taken  her  for  more  than  sixteen;  but  tbat 

is  no  ground  of  defence,  however  it  may  be  matter  of  miti* 

gation.   My  opinion  is,  that,  if  this  girl  was  under  sizteoi, 

and  the  defendant  knew  her  to  be  under  the  care  of  Iff 

father,  and  made  a  bargain  with  her  to  take  her  away,iBl 

did  so,  this  is  a  case  within  the  act  of  Parliament  that  bi 

been  referred  to,  and  you  ought  to  find  him  guilty  on  Urn 

indictment. 

Verdict — Ouilty ;  sentence,  a  fine  of  li. 

Selfe,  for  the  prosecution. 

J.  Jefferys  Williams,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies— Gray  ^  Godwin,  and  QTahttmJ\ 


JVorceiteTf 
July  2Ut. 


Atcheeley,  Serjt. — I  mentioned  the  case  of  al)da^ 
tion,  Regina  v.  Robins,  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  liM 
and  he  is  of  opinion,  that  my  direction  to  the  jury  «* 
Abingdon  was  right,  and  that  there  was  a  taking  of  tk 
prosecutor's  daughter  within  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  8l| 
s.  20. 
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oiNA  on  the  Prosecation  of  William  Humphreys  v,      July  I3M. 
William  Hibburd^  indicted  as  John  Hebbott. 

[E  defendant  had,  at  the  Berkshire  Summer  Assizes,  An  indictment 
\  been  indicted  by  the  name  of  John  Hebbott  for  keep-  at  the  auizet  in 
I  gaming-house  on  Ascot  Heath  at  the  time  of  the  races  i^^oi?cUrk  of 
B  in  1840.     The  indictment  consisted  of  three  counts,  ^i^«  <="""®  "^ 

,  Ascot,  for  a 

the  grand  jury  had  found  it  a  true  bill.     The  first  misdemeanour, 

x  ^       1  •  •        1  1    i'l  keeping  a 

it  was  for  keeping  a  common  gaming-house ;  second  gaming-booth 
it,  for  keeping  a  common  gaming-room ;  third  count,  ^344  he  wa« 
:eeping  a  tent,  booths  and  place  for  gaming.  The  indict-  ^a^«n  »»  » 

•      1    J    J       1  1       .  judge's  war- 

tmduded  other  persons  besides  the  present  defendant,  rant,  founded 
those  persons  had  been  acquitted  at  the  Berkshire  ment,^and  gave 
Dg  Assizes  of  1841.     In  June,  1842,  the  present  de-  bail  to  appear 

**  ^  ^  '  '  r  at  the  next 

ant,  while  acting  as  clerk  of  the  course  at  the  Ascot  assizes,  and 

,  ,     ,  #.11  t  .      there  plead  to 

I,  was  taken  on  a  judge  s  warrant,  founded  on  this  the  indictment 
stment,  by  a  metropolitan  policeman  of  the  A  division,  f^"f,^*  He  ap- 
taken  before  Mr.  Hall,  the  chief  magistrate  of  police,  p^**^®^  ^}  **>« 

°  *•  next  assizes, 

by  him  discharged;  and  on  the  19th  of  June,  1844,  and  it  was 

3  attending  as  judge  at  the  Hatcham  Park  races,  the  davit,  that  the 

mt  defendant  was  again  taken  on  the  same  warrant  couW*^no°t^be 

carried  before  Mr.  Combe,  the  police  magistrate,  before  ^^und,  so  as  to 

,  be  served  witli 

Q  the  present  defendant  entered  into  a  recognizance  notice  of  trial : 
two  sureties  with  a  condition  that  he  should  ''  appear  "^^  d*efenda"nt 
B  next  assizes  for  the  countv  of  Berks,  and  there  plead  ^°"^^  "°'  ^® 

*>  '  *  acquitted,  as  no 

ad  take  his  trial  on,  an  indictment  for  misdemeanour  no»ce  of  trial 

,.  .         1  •       •        1  /•  X  1       TT  t  t  n      mi        ^**^  heeii  given ; 

ling  against  him  in  the  name  of  John  Hebbott.  The  but,  on  the  de. 
nt  defendant  now  appeared  at  these  assizes,  but  no  renderingTothe 
tcutor  or  witness  appeared  against  him.  governor  of  the 

*•*  °  prison  imme« 

diately  before 

rwhitty  for  the  defendant,  applied,  that  the  defendant  assizes,  the 
t  be  permitted  to  take  his  trial  in  order  that  he  might  '^^t^'^'r 
quitted,  and  that  there  might  be  a  record  of  his  ac-  *"^  witnesses 

^  '  °  to  be  called 

three  times; 
tj  not  answering,  the  judge  ordered,  that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged  by  pro« 
4)o,  and  that  he  vhould  not  be  called  upon  to  enter  into  any  fresh  recognisance. 

L.  I.  H  H  N.  P. 
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-  ^^1^      quittal.     He  stated  that  the  defendant  had  been  unable  to 
Rboina       find  the  prosecutor  in  order  to  give  him  ten  days'  notice  of 
HiBBiTRD.      ^^^^f  Ai^d  he  relied  on  the  fact  of  the  defendant  nefer 
having  traversed  so  as  to  make  such  notice  requisite. 

Atcherley^  Serjt. — I  cannot  allow  the  defendant  to  be 
acquitted  if  no  notice  of  trial  has  been  given  to  the  pro- 
secutor. 

Just  before  the  end  of  the  assizes  the  defendant  surren- 
dered himself  into  the  custody  of  the  governor  of  the  prisoiii 
and  an  affidavit  of  the  before-mentioned  facts  was  put  in. 

Atcheeley,  Serjt.,  (having  conferred  with  ThuIal,C.J.)^ 
I  have  consulted  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  who 
agrees  with  me  in  opinion^  that^  as  no  notice  of  trial  bu 
been  given^  I  have  no  authority  at  all  to  discharge  the  de- 
fendant firom  this  indictment  by  putting  him  on  his  triali 
so  as  to  enable  him  to  obtain  his  acquittal.  Indeedjifl 
were  to  allow  the  trial  of  the  defendant  to  come  on  im- 
properly for  want  of  due  notice  of  trial  having  been  given, 
his  acquittal  would  not  avail  him  {a) ;  but,  as  he  has  nov 
surrendered,  and  is  now  in  custody  of  the  governor  of  tbe 
gaol,  I  shall  have  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses  called  thiee 
times  to  appear,  prosecute,  and  give  evidence  against  At 
defendant;  and,  if  they  do  not  appear,  the  defendant  fit 
be  discharged  by  proclamation  under  the  commissianof 
gaol  delivery.  Of  course,  the  defendant  will  not  be  caDel 
on  to  give  fresh  recognizances.  I  have  had  a  fall  eon- 
munication  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  on  this  sntjeet 
If  the  defendant  had  been  taken  on  the  bench  wantnt 
and  had  been  imprisoned  on  it,  and  never  put  in  bail  it 
all,  I  should  have  discharged  him  by  proclamation  if  no 
one  had  appeared  against  him;  and,  aa  he  has  suires- 
dered  during  the  assizes,  I  shall  order  him  to  be  disdiarged 

(a)  S  ee  the  case  of  Re^na  v.  Hair^  ante,  p.  389. 
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by  prodamation  if  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses  do  not  ap-        1344, 
pear.  '^P'     ' 

*  Rkoina 

V. 

The  prosecutor  and  witnesses  were  called  three  times     Hibbcrd. 
and  did  not  appear^  and  the  defendant  was  then  discharged 
bj  proclamation  {b). 

Tf/rwhittf  for  the  defendant. 

(^Attorney —  CaveJ\ 

{h)  See  the  cases  of  Regina  v.  MiruhaU,  8  C.  &  P.  576,  and  Regina 
V,  Hughes,  post. 


OXFORD  ASSIZES, 

(avU  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.    SERJEANT   ATCHERLEY. 


Bench  v.  Merrick. 

XSrEACH  of  promise  of  marriage. — The  declaration  if  a  man  enter 
stated,  that,  on  the  2nd  of  February,  1843,  in  consideration  of  marriage  ^'n 
that  the  plaintiff  had  promised  to  marry  the  defendant  at  i^eTJJThat 
a  certain  time  then  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  woman  has 
defendant,  to  wit,  within  six  months  after  the  30th  day  of  mate  child,  and 
January,  1843,  the  defendant  undertook  and  then  promised  blfo^rthe^mir. 
to  marry  the  plaintiff  within  six  months  next  after  the  said  '["«*'  "****  ?° 

"  *  that  ground 

80th  day  of  January. — Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  declines  enter- 
marry  the  plaintiff  within  six  months  next  after  the  30th  marriage,  he 
day  of  January,  1843,  or  at  any  time  before  or  afterwards,  ^  "g*  "hhough 
but  wholly  refused  so  to  do. — Fleas — Ist,  non  assumpsit ;  ^^^  transaction 

•^  '  -^  as  to  the  child 

may  have  taken 
place  ten  or  more  years  ago,  and  the  conduct  of  the  woman  may  have  been  since  perfectly  cor- 
rect; but,  if  the  man  knew,  or  had  reason  to  know,  at  the  time  of  the  promise,  that  the  woman 
had  aucb  a  child,  and  gave  that  afterwards  as  his  reason  for  refusing  to  marry,  that  would  be 
no  defence  in  point  of  law  to  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage. 

H  u  2 
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2iid^  that  at  the  time  of  the  promise  the  plaintiff  appeared 
to  the  defendant  to  be,  and  he  made  the  promise  on  the 
faith  and  under  the  supposition  that  the  plaintiff  was^  up 
to  the  time  of  making  the  promise,  a  woman  of  chaste  and 
modest  behaviour,  and  of  correct  habits  of  conduct,  and  of 
good  character ;  but  that,  after  the  making  of  the  promise, 
and  before  the  breach  of  it,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  the  defendant  discovered  that  the  plaintiff,  be- 
fore  the  making  of  the  promise,  had  been  and  was  a  wo- 
man of  unchaste  and  immodest  behaviour,  and  of  incorrect 
habits  and  conduct,  and  bad  character  and  reputation, 
which    said  unchaste  and  immodest  behaviour,  &c.  was 
wholly  unknown  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  his 
making  the  promise,  for  which  reason  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  marry  the  plaintiff,  as  he  lawfully  might,  &&; 
(concluding  with  a  verification)  (a). 


(a)  The  defendant's  second  plea 
was  in  the  following  form: — **And 
for  a  further  plea  in  this  hehalf,  the 
defendant  says,  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  defendant's  said 
promise  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, the  plaintiff  appeared  to  the 
defendant  to  he,  and  he  made  the 
said  promise  on  the  faith  and  un- 
der the  supposition  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  heen,  and  was  up  to  the 
time  of  making  the  said  promise  by 
the  defendant,  a  woman  of  chaste 
and  modest  behaviour,  and  of  cor- 
rect habits  of  conduct,  and  of  good 
character  and  reputation  ,*  but  that, 
after  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  and  before 
the  said  breach  thereof,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  16th  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  1843,  the  defend- 
ant discovered  that  the  plaintiff, 
before  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
mise by  the  defendant  in  the  de- 


claration mentioned,  had  been,  and 
was  a  woman  of  unchaste  and  im- 
modest behaviour,  and  of  incoirect 
habits  and  conduct,   and  of  hd 
character  and   reputation,  which 
said  unchaste  and  immodest  beha- 
viour, and  incorrect  habits  and  cos- 
duct,  and  bad  character  and  rqit- 
tation  of  the  plaintiff  were  whoDf 
unknown  to  the  defendant  at  dia 
time  of  his  making  the  said  promise 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ftr 
which  reason  the  defendant,  at  die 
said  time  when  &c.,  wholly  decliniad 
and  refused  to  marry  the  plais- 
tiff,  as  he  lawfidly  might,  whidi  k 
the  said  breach  of  promise  ui  the  de- 
claration mentioned ;  and  this  ths 
defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  ftc 
(Signed)  "  W.  J.  Albxawde*." 
In  the  case  of  Harhert  t.  E^ 
ingtorif  tried  before  Baron  Ptahi^ 
at  the  Gloucester  Spring  A— «if| 
1844,  where  the  alleged  intemper- 
ate habits  of  the  plaintiff  were  Mi 
up  as  a  defence  to  an  action  fiir  a 
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Beplication ;  that  the  defendant  ''of  his  own  wrongs  and 
without  the  cause  by  him  in  his  said  plea  alleged^  broke 
his  said  promise/'  (concluding  to  the  country). 

It  was  opened  by  jP.  V,  Lee,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
defendant  had  promised  to  marry  the  plaintiff  within  six 
months  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Whiter,  who  was  a  relation 
of  the  defendant,  who  died  on  the  30th  of  January,  1843; 
and  that,  with  respect  to  the  second  plea,  it  would  be 
shewn  that  the  plaintiff  had  had  a  child  in  the  year  1831, 
but  that  the  defendant  knew  it  before  the  making  of  the 
promise  of  marriage  in  1843. 


1844. 


Bench 

V. 

Merrick. 


On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  promise  of  marriage  was 
proved;  and  to  shew  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the 


breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  the 
plea  was  in  the  following  form ;  but 
in  that  okse  the  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  negatived  the  truth  of 
tiie  plea : — 

"And  for  a  further  plea  in  this  be- 
half the  said  defendant  says,  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  de- 
fendant's said  promise  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
appeared  to  the  defendant  to  he, 
and  he  the  defendant  made  the 
■ud  promise  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned  on  the  faith  and  under 
the  belief  that  the  plaintiff  then 
wai^  a  person  of  sober  and  temper- 
ate habits ;  and  the  defendant  fur- 
ther says,  that,  for  a  long  time  he- 
lore,  and  up  to  the  time  when  he 
the  defendant  made  the  said  pro- 
mise in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  person  of  so- 
ber and  temperate  habits,  but,  on 
the  contrary  thereof,  had  been  be- 
fore, and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
promise  and  then  was,  without  the 


knowledge  or  suspicion  of  the  de- 
fendant, accustomed  to,  and  in  the 
habit  of  getting  drunk  with  wine 
and  spirituous  liquors ;  and  the  said 
defendant  further  says,  that,  after 
he  the  said  defendant  made  the  said 
promise  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  the  said  8th  day 
of  June,  A.  D.  1843,  and  before  he 
the  defendant  refused  to  marry  the 
plaintiff,  as  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  he  the  said  defendant 
had  obtained  full  information  of 
the  facts  in  thu  plea  mentioned; 
and  he  further  says,  that  the  facts 
in  this  plea  alleged  are  tnie,  where- 
fore he  the  defendant,  at  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  by  reason  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  promises  in  this  plea 
mentioned,  refused,  and  still  does 
refuse,  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  as  he 
lawfully  might,  for  the  cause  afore- 
said; and  this  the  defendant  is 
ready  to  verify,  &'c. 
(Signed)  **F.  Valentine  Lee.** 
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1844.  plaintiff  had  had  a  child^  it  was  proved  by  Mr.  Orimeiythe 
husband  of  the  plaintiff's  sister^  who  kept  the  Bed  Lion 
Inn  at  Bnrford^  where  all  the  parties  resided,  that  he  had 
heard  it  spoken  of  in  his  tap-room  four  or  five  timet^  and 
that  as  much  as  six  or  seven  years  ago ;  and  it  was  prated 
by  a  person  named  Sarab  Spruce,  who  had  been  his  ser- 
vant at  the  Red  Lion  Inn,  and  had  left  it  six  years  ago^ 
that  while  she  was  there  the  defendant  asked  her  if  she 
had  heard  that  the  plaintiff  had  had  a  child,  to  which  the 
replied,  that  she  had  heard  so. 

A  letter,  sent  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
month  of  June,  1843,  when  the  plaintiff  had  gone  firan 
Burford  to  Salisbury  to  take  leave  of  her  friends  before 
her  marriage,  was  also  put  in.  In  this  letter  the  defend- 
ant stated,  that  since  the  plaintiff  had  left  Burford  he  \ai 
been  informed,  that  the  plaintiff  had  "  concealed  a  certiiii 
secret  ^'  from  him  of  which  he  "  ought  to  have  been  in- 
formed, standing  in  the  situation^'  in  which  he  did. 

The  defence  was,  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  till  the 
month  of  June,  1843,  that  the  plaintiff  had  had  a  child; 
and  to  prove  this,  Mr.  Streater,  who  was  an  auctioneer  at 
Burford,  was  called.  He  said—"  On  the  16th  of  Jun^ 
1843, 1  said  to  the  defendant, '  I  suppose  you  are  aware  thit 
Miss  Bench  has  had  a  child?'  He  said,  '  He  had  nerer 
heard  any  such  thing,  nor  could  he  believe  it  to  be  true. 
He  appeared  as  if  he  had  not  heard  it  before.  I  never  ttV 
a  man  so  affected.  On  the  10th  of  July  I  was  passing  Mr. 
Grimes's  house,  and  was  called  in.  Miss  Bench  said, 'she 
had  wished  her  sister  to  inform  Mr.  Merrick  of  her  sitoi' 
tion,  and  that  she  had  written  three  or  four  letters  to  eS' 
plain  her  situation  herself,  but  had  not  courage  to  send 
them.'  '  She  said,  I  had  been  misinformed  as  to  the  mit^ 
ter,  as  she  had  no  child  living.  She  said  she  had  i^ 
as  a  lady's  maid,  and  the  lady's  nephew  had  promised  h*^ 
marriage,  and  she  became  in  the  family  way,  and  it  h** 
been  arranged,  that  she  should  receive  d£lOOO  when  the 
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ciiild  was  bom;  but  the  child  did  not  live,  and  she  never         1844. 
received  the  ^61000.     On  the  14th  of  July  I  told  the      '^^^^ 
plaintiff^  that  the  defendant  said  he  could  never  think  of  v* 

Merrick. 

marrying  her  unless  she  cleared  up  her  character ;  and  she 
replied,  that  he  ought  not  to  be  so  particular^  as  he  had 
kept  company  with  several  girls,  whom  he  had  deceived .'' 

It  was  also  proved  by  Mr.  Andrews,  a  surgeon,  that  the 
plaintifr  had  a  child  in  the  year  1831,  which  did  not  sur- 
vive its  birth. 

ATCHERL£Y,Ser]t.,(in  summing  up).-^With  respect  to  the 
first  issue,  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  verdict;  but, 
with  regard  to  the  second,  which  is  the  main  issue  in  the 
came,  the  rule  of  law  is,  that,  if  a  man  enters  into  a  pro- 
mise of  marriage  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the  woman 
has  had  an  illegitimate  child,  and  discovers  that  before  the 
marriage,  and  on  that  ground  declines  entering  into  the 
marriage,  he  has  a  right  to  do  so,  although  the  transaction 
as  to  the  child  may  have  taken  place  at  a  distance  of  eight  or 
ten  Qir  more  years  ago,  and  the  conduct  of  the  woman  may 
have  been  since  perfectly  correct ;  but,  if  a  man  knew  or  had 
reason  to  believe  it  to  be  true,  at  the  time  of  the  promise, 
that  the  woman  had  had  such  a  child,  though  the  man  after- 
wards gave  that  fiict  as  a  reason  for  his  refusing  to  marry 
the  woman,  that  would  not  be  a  defence  in  point  of  law.  The 
great  question  in  this  case,  therefore,  will  be,  whether  you 
believe,  that,  in  the  month  of  February,  1843,  the  defend-^ 
ant  did  know  the  history  of  the  plaintiff  in  regard  to  this 
child.  If  he  did  not  know  it,  however  great  a  severity  it 
may  be  on  a  woman  to  rake  up  a  transaction  of  bygone 
times,  the  defendant's  second  plea  will  be  sustained,  and 
on  that  plea  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  the  verdict. 
There  is  no  imputation  whatever  on  the  character  of  the 
plaintiff  except  the  transaction  of  1831.  If  the  defendant, 
in  your  opinion,  has  not  established  his  defence,  there  will 
then  be  the  question  of  damages ;  and  in  that  case,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  misfortune  (calling  it  by  no  harsher  name) 
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in  1831^  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  said  to  be  entitled  to  ao 
large  a  compensation  as  one  on  whose  reputation  no  impu- 
tation had  ever  rested. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  firft 
issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on 
the  second  issue  {b). 

F.  V.  Lee  and  H.  J.  Hodgson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfourd,  Serjt,  and  fV,  J.  Alexander,  for  the  defendant 

[Attornies — Bullock,  and  /.  S,  Price."] 


(b)  In  the  case  of  Wharton  v. 
Lewis,  (1  C.  &  P.  529),  it  was  held, 
that,  if  a  defendant  in  an  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage  was 
induced  to  make  the  promise,  or  to 
continue  the  connexion,  by  false  re- 
presentations, or  wilful  suppression 
of  the  truth  as  to  the  real  state  of 
the  circumstances  of  the  family  and 
previous  life  of  the  plaintiff,  this  is 
a  good  defence  to  the  action.  And 
in  the  case  of  Foote  v.  Hayne,  (Id. 
545 )y  it  was  held,  that,  if  in  an  ac- 
tion for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage the  defence  set  up  is,  that 
the  defendant  was  induced  to  make 
the  promise  through  misrepresenta- 
tions made  to  him,  and  it  b  proved 


that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  her 
father  wrote  letters  to  the  defend- 
ant, in  which  he  made  statementi 
respecting  her,  such  letters  are  evi- 
dence for  the  defendant,  althoqgb 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  jdatatif 
had  read  them,  or  was  acquainted 
with  their  exact  contents,  but  tfait 
the  plaintiff  would  not  be  con«de^ 
ed  answerable  for  the  particular  a- 
pressions  contained  in  such  letter 
but  that  a  verbal  representatici 
made  by  the  plaintiff's  father  (tlw 
plaintiff  not  being  present)  toi 
third  person,  who  communicated  it 
to  the  defendant,  was  not  receiit^ 
ble  in  evidence. 
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Regina  V,  Newton,  Esq.  /n/y  22nd. 

j:  BUJURY. — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  that,  An  indictment 
\)efoire  the  making  of  the  affidavit  thereinafter  mentioned,  mov'lJ^b^cer!' 
to  w^t,  on  the  2nd  day  of  May,  1843,  a  certain  ludgment  tiorari,  came  on 

/  .  "^  'f''  JO  jQ  be  tried  as  a 

was  signed  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  a  cause  in  which  Nisi  Prius  re- 

Bdward  Healy  was  the  plaintiff  and  the  present  defendant  a,  the  jury'**** 

was  the  defendant,  whereby  it  was  considered  by  the  said  JJ,Ydcfendant 

Court  that  the  said  Edward  should  recover  a  certain  debt  asked  to  have 

of  12/.  14^.,  parcel  of  a  certain  debt  of  25/.  8^.,  and  also  ment  read  at 

61. 8».  6rf.,  as  well  for  his  damages  on  the  occasion  of  the  courta^nd^ury. 

detention  of  the  debt  as  for  his  costs  and  charges;  and  The  judge  di- 

°      '  reeled  it  to  be 

that,  after  the  signing  the  said  judgment  and  before  the  done. 
iDAking  of  the  affidavit  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  „,ent  for  per- 
the  28th  day  of  June  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  the  city  of  liYvuTtated^" 
Gloucester,  the  defendant  was  taken  and  arrested  by  the  ^^^  affidavit  to 

have  been  sworn 
**  before  one 
^*  G*  W.)  then  and  there  being  a  commissioner  duly  authorized  and  empowered  to  take  affida- 
vits in  the  said  coanty  of  Gloucester,  in  or  concerning  any  cause  depending  in  her  said  Majesty's 
Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster.**  It  was  proved  by  Mr.  R.  G.  VV.,  that  he  had  acted  as  a 
^''^issioner  for  taking  affidavits  in  the  Exchequer  for  ten  years,  but  had  never  seen  his  com- 
mission; and  that  ten  years  ago  be  applied  to  his  agent  to  procure  for  him  a  commission  to  take 
*vdtvits  in  the  Exchequer,  and  that  his  agent  had  told  him  that  he  had  done  so : — Held,  that 
Reproof  of  Mr.  R.  G.  W.'s  acting  as  a  commissioner  vf  as  primd  facie  evidence  that  he  was  so. 
.  On  ID  application  to  a  judge  to  discharge  A.  from  custody  on  a  ca.  sa.,  A.  made  an  affidavit, 
*<)  which  he  stated,  that  he  had  been  previously  taken  in  execution  on  the  same  judgment  and 
^barged  by  order  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney ;  and  that,  in  order  to  make  the  second  arrest,  the 
°|^  door  of  his  house  had  been  broken  open.  A.  being  indicted  for  perjury  on  this  affidavit, 
^  indictment  in  setting  out  the  affidavit  alleged,  that  the  defendant  swore  and  made  affidavit, 
"i>tO,  "^^^y  tlie  officer  who  made  the  second  arrest,  "  was  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  such 
**^^ODonIy,  at  the  special  instance  and  part  of  the  said  plaintiff;"  and  that  0.  W.  '*  made 
^'orts  to  break  the  front  hall-door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,"  and  **  then  went  round  to  the 
^"^  of  the  back-kitchen  of  deponent's  said  dwelling-house,  which  is  the  only  outer-door  of  the 
J^e.'*  The  affidavit  itself  stated,  that  G.  W.  was  appointed  "  at  the  special  instance  and  peril 
^}\it  Mid  plaintiff,'*  and  that  O.  W.  '*  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back-kitchen  of  deponent's 
^  dwelling-bouse,  which  is  the  only  other  outer-door  of  the  same."  It  being  objected,  that 
^  were  Tariances,  the  juti^e  allowed  them  to  be  amended  under  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15,  as 
^tker  of  the  assignments  of  perjury  were  at  all  affected  by  these  misrecltali  of  the  affidavits, 
^^  therefore  these  miirecitals  could  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  case. 
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1844.        sheriff  of  the  same  city  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  testatntn 
"     ^  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  out  of  the  said  Court  of 

V.  Exchequer  on  the  said  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant 

was  on  the  same  day  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  tbe 
same  sheriff.     That^  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  Cheltenham,  the  defendant  was  taken  and 
arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Gloucester  under 
a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  out  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  upon  the  said  judgment ;  and  that,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  last-mentioned  arrest,  the  defendant  wis 
the  occupier  of,  and  did  dwell  and  reside  in,  a  dwelling- 
house  situate  at  Cheltenham,  and  that  there  were  two 
outer-doors  to  the  said  dwelling-house,  that  is  to  say,  one 
outer-door  at  the  front  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  and 
another  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the  said  dwelling-house; 
and  that,  shortly  before  the  last-mentioned  arrest,  George 
Wilson  went  to  the  defendant's  house  for  the  purpose  of 
arresting  the  defendant  under  the   last-mentioned  writ, 
George  Wilson  then  and  there  being  duly  authorised  so  to 
do;  and  that  George  Wilson  entered  the  defendant's  hooae, 
and  there  arrested  him  under  the  last-mentioned  writ; 
and  that  the  defendant  was  detained  in  custody  by  virtue 
of  that  writ  until  and  at  and  after  the  making  of  the 
affidavit  hereafter  mentioned;    and   that  the  defendant, 
on  the  14th  day  of  July  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  dtj 
of  Oxford,  was  brought  up  before  Mr.  Justice  Maule  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  in  order  that  he  might  be 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Gloucester  upon  the  ground  that  the  last-mentioned 
arrest  was  illegal ;  and  that  the  defendant,  contriving  &c. 
to  injure  Edward  Healy,  on  the  8th  day  of  July  in  tlie 
year  aforesaid,  in  order  to  procure  himself  to  be  brought 
up  by  virtue  of  the  said  habeas  corpus  in  order  to  his  being 
discharged  as  aforesaid,  did  come  '' before  one  Richard 
George  Whatley,  then  and  there  being  a  commisaioiier 
duly  authorized  and  empowered  to  take  affidavits  in  the 
said  county  of  Gloucester  in  or  concerning  any  cause  de- 
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pending  in  her  said  Majesty's  said  Court  of  Exchequer  at        1844. 
Westminster/'  and  did  produce  before  the  said  R.  G.  W.       r^o^ka 
a  certain  affidavit  intitled  &c.  [setting  out  the  title  of  the      ^^   ^' 

^  ^  Nbwton. 

affioayitj;  and  that  the  defendant  before  the  said  R.  G.  W. 
wm  duly  sworn  concerning  the  truth  of  the  matter  con- 
tained in  the  said  affidavit ;  and  that,  '^  at  and  upon  the 
making  of  the  said  affidavit,  it  then  and  there  became  and 
was  a  material  question,  whether,  at  the  time  when  the 
said  Augustus  Newton  was  discharged  out  of  custody  of 
the  said  sheriff  of  the  said  city  of  Gloucester  and  county 
of  the  same  city,  the  said  Augustus  Newton  was  discharged 
oat  of  the  same  custody  as  to  the  said  hereinbefore -first- 
mentioned  execution  by  order  of  one  James  Boodle,  then 
acting  as  the  attorney  of  the  said  Edward  Healy ;  and  it 
then  and  there  became  and  was  a  material  question,  at  and 
upon  the  making  of  the  said  affidavit,  whether,  at  the  time 
when  the  said  Augustus  Newton  was  so  discharged  as 
aforesaid  out  of  the  custody  of  the  said  last^mentioned 
sheriff,  the  said  Augustus  Newton  was  discharged  out  of 
the  same  custody  by  order  of  the  said  James  Boodle/'  This 
oonnt  of  the  indictment  also  contained  averments  of  ma- 
teriality in  a  similar  form,  as  to  whether,  at  the  time  when 
George  Wilson  went  to  the  defendant's  house,  he  made  any 
efforts  to  break  the  front  door  of  it ;  and  whether  George 
Wilson  did,  with  great  force  and  violence,  succeed  in  break- 
ing open  the  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the  house;  andwhe- 
ther  George  Wilson  succeeded  iu  breaking  away  the  lock 
fastenings  of  the  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the  house ;  and 
whether  George  Wilson  had,  while  in  the  house,  admitted 
tbat  he  had  broken  it  open ;  and  whether  George  Wilson 
did  break  open  the  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the  house ; 
aod  whether  George  Wilson  did  break  away  the  lock 
fastenings  of  that  door.  This  count  of  the  indictment 
then  went  on  to  set  out  the  defendant's  affidavit  with  in- 
aendoes.  The  affidavit,  as  set  out,  stated,  that,  on  the 
28th  day  of  June,  1843,  the  defendant  was  arrested  by  an 
officer  c^  the  city  of  Gloucester,  James  Boodle,  the  plain- 
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1844.        sheriff  of  the  same  city  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  testatam 
\,   '  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  out  of  the  said  Court  of 

V.  Exchequer  on  the  said  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant 

was  on  the  same  day  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  tlie 
same  sheriff.     That,  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  Chelteuham,  the  defendant  was  taken  and 
arrested  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Gloucester  under 
a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issued  out  of  the  Cour^ 
of  Exchequer  upon  the  said  judgment ;  and  that,  before  andL 
at  the  time  of  the  last -mentioned  arrest,  the  defendant  wais 
the  occupier  of,  and  did  dwell  and  reside  in,  a  dwelling-- 
house  situate  at  Cheltenham,  and  that  there  were  two 
outer-doors  to  the  said  dwelling-house,  that  is  to  say,  one 
outer-door  at  the  front  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  and 
another  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the  said  dwelling-house; 
and  that,  shortly  before  the  last-mentioned  arrest,  Geoine 
Wilson  went  to  the  defendant's  house  for  the  purpose  of 
arresting  the  defendant   under  the  last-mentioned  writ| 
George  Wilson  then  and  there  being  duly  authorised  so  to 
do;  and  that  George  Wilson  entered  the  defendant's  home, 
and  there  arrested  him  under  the  last-mentioned  writ; 
and  that  the  defendant  was  detained  in  custody  by  rirtue 
of  that  writ  until  and  at  and  after  the  making  of  the 
affidavit  hereafter  mentioned;    and  that  the  defendant, 
on  the  14th  day  of  July  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  dtf 
of  Oxford,  was  brought  up  before  Mr.  Justice  Maule  hj 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  in  order  that  he  might  be 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  coaotf 
of  Gloucester  upon  the  ground  that  the  last-mentioned 
arrest  was  illegal ;  and  that  the  defendant,  contriving  && 
to  injure  Edward  Healy,  on  the  8th  day  of  July  in  tlie 
year  aforesaid,  in  order  to  procure  himself  to  be  brongbt 
up  by  virtue  of  the  said  habeas  corpus  in  order  to  his  beinf 
discharged  as   aforesaid,  did  come  '' before  one  Bichartl 
George  Whatley,  then  and  there  being  a  commissioner 
duly  authorized  and  empowered  to  take  affidavits  in  the 
said  county  of  Gloucester  in  or  concerning  any  cause  de- 


Nkwton. 
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matters  so  alleged  to  have  been  falsely  sworn  by  the  said  1844. 
A.  N.  as  aforesaid  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  material  for  „  ^ 
the  obtaining  the  said  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  for  the  ^^  v. 
obtaining  of  the  discharge  of  the  said  A.  N.  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  to  wit^ 
at"  &c.  And  so  the  jurors  &c.  do  say  &c.,  (concluding  in 
the  usual  form).  Second  count  like  the  first,  but  omitting 
that  part  which  related  to  the  discharge  of  the  defendant 
out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester. 
The  third  count  charged,  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore 
that  George  Wilson  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back- 
kitchen  of  the  defendant's  house,  "  which  is  the  only  outer- 
door  of  the  same,  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured 
all  the  day,  and  the  key  kept  by  the  defendant's  wife  f'  and 
that  by  great  force  and  violence  the  said  George  Wilson 
Buooeeded  in  breaking  away  the  lock  fastenings  of  the 
said  outer-door^  and  in  bursting  open  the  said  outer- 
door,  (thereby  meaning  that  he  the  said  Augustus  New- 
ton knew  of  his  own  knowledge,  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  same  last-mentioned  affidavit,  that  the  said  George 
Wilson  did,  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  when  the  said  George 
Wilson  went  to  the  same  dwelling-house  as  in  this  count 
aforesaid,  by  great  force  and  violence  succeed  in  breaking 
away  the  lock  fastenings  of  the  said  outer-door  at  the  back 
of  the  same  dwelling-house,  and  in  bursting  open  the  said 
outer-door ;  and  that  the  said  George  Wilson  did  on  the 
same  occasion  break  away  the  same  fastenings  and  burst 
open  the  same  door).  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
said  Augustus  Newton  did  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any  other  time,  know  of 
Mb  own  knowledge,  that  the  said  George  Wilson,  on  the  same 
occasion  last  aforesaid,  did  by  great  force  and  violence,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  succeed  in  breaking  away  the  same 
lock  fastenings  of  the  same  outer-door.  This  count  con- 
tained other  assignments  of  perjury,  each  stating,  in  a  si- 
milar form^  that  the  defendant  did  not  at  any  time  know 
iff  his  own  knowledge  the  matter  on  which  the  perjury  was 
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1844.  tiff's  attorney,  personally  directing  the  oflScer ;  and  tint 
afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  the  defendant  was  discharged 
out  of  the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff  as  to  the  said  eie- 
cution  ''by  order  of  the  said  James  Boodle,  then  act- 
ing as  such  attorney,''  (meaning  as  attorney  for  the  aid 
Edward  Healy) ;  and  that,  on  the  5th  of  July,  the  d^ 
fendant  was  at  his  own  dwelling-house,  situate  within  Ui 
own  grounds,  surrounded  by  a  high  wall  and  paling,  whea 
George  Wilson,  "  who  is  not  one  of  the  bound  oflScers  to  the 
Sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  but  was  appointed  for  the  purpoie 
of  such  occasion  only  at  the  special  instance  and  pari  of  tbe 
said  plaintiff,  (meaning  the  said  Edward  Healy),  scaled  tbe 
said  paling ;"  that  the  house  was  fastened  and  secure;  and 
that  George  Wilson  ''  made  efforts  to  break  the  front  ball- 
door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  which  resisted  such  efforti; 
that  he  then  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back-kitchen 
of  deponent's  (meaning  the  said  Augustus  Newton's)  nid 
dwelling-house,  which  is  the  only  outer-door  of  the  same^ 
and  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured  on  the  sakL 
day ;"  and  that  by  great  force  and  violence  the  said  Geoige 
Wilson  succeeded  in  breaking  away  the  lock  fastening!  of 
the  said  door  and  in  bursting  open  the  said  outer-door;  and 
that  George  Wilson  had  admitted  that  he  had  broken  open 
the  defendant's  house.  This  count  of  the  indictment  con- 
tained assignments  of  perjury,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of 
Gloucester  by  order  of  James  Boodle  as  the  attorney  of 
Edward  Healy;  that  the  defendant  was  not  discharged 
out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester 
by  order  of  James  Boodle ;  that  George  Wilson  did  not 
make  any  efforts  to  break  the  outer- door  at  the  front 
of  the  said  dwelling-house ;  that  he  did  not  break  awaf 
the  lock  fastenings  of  the  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the 
house ;  that  he  did  not  succeed  in  bursting  open  the  oater-* 
door  at  the  back  of  the  said  dwelling-house;  and  that  he 
did  not  admit  that  he  had  broken  open  the  house.  Thii 
count  then  went  on  to  aver,  "  that  all  the  said  several 
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latten  so  alleged  to  have  been  falsely  sworn  by  the  said         1844. 
..  N.  as  aforesaid  were,  and  each  of  tbem  was,  material  for       ^  ^ 

'  ^  Rboima 

le  obtaining  tbe  said  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  for  the       ^^  v. 
^tuning  of  the  discharge  of  the  said  A.  N.  from  the  cus- 
1^7  of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  to  wit, 
;  *"  fee.     And  so  the  jurors  &c.  do  say  &c.,  (concluding  in 
ve  usual  form).     Second  count  like  the  first,  but  omitting 
tat  part  which  related  to  the  discharge  of  the  defendant 
Mt  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester. 
h€  third  count  charged,  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore 
lat  Greorge  Wilson  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back- 
iteben  of  the  defendant's  house,  ''  which  is  the  only  outer- 
^^ocr  of  the  same,  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured 
lU  the  day,  and  the  key  kept  by  the  defendant's  wife  /'  and 
hai  by  great  force  and  violence  the  said  George  Wilson 
•uooeeded  in  breaking  away  the  lock  fastenings  of  the 
udd  outer-door,  and  in  bursting  open  the  said  outer- 
door,  (thereby  meaning  that  he  the  said  Augustus  New- 
ton ibi^u;  of  his  own  knowledge,  at  the  time  of  the  making 
<Kf  the  same  last-mentioned  affidavit,  that  the  said  George 
Wilson  did,  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  when  the  said  George 
Wikon  went  to  the  same  dwelling-house  as  in  this  count 
foresaid,  by  great  force  and  violence  succeed  in  breaking 
^^y  the  lock  fastenings  of  the  said  outer-door  at  the  back 
<>f  the  same  dwelling-house,  and  in  bursting  open  the  said 
outer-door ;  and  that  the  said  George  Wilson  did  on  the 
<UQe  occasion  break  away  the  same  fastenings  and  burst 
open  the  same  door).     Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
^  Augustus  Newton  did  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
••M  last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any  other  time,  know  of 
^oum  knowledge,  that  the  said  George  Wilson,  on  the  same 
occasion  last  aforesaid,  did  by  great  force  and  violence,  or 

• 

^  ^j  other  manner,  succeed  in  breaking  away  the  same 
*ock  fastenings  of  the  same  outer-door.  This  count  con- 
^tted  other  assignments  of  perjury,  each  stating,  in  a  si- 
^"^  form,  that  the  defendant  did  not  at  any  time  know 
^hii  own  knowledge  the  matter  on  which  the  perjury  was 
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breaking  away  the  feisteninga,  and  bunting  open  the  badk- 
kitchen  door  of  his  house,  which  was  an  outer-door  tod 
then  assigned  perjury  thereupon. 


the  taid  Augustus  Newton  in  the 
same  dwelling-house,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  a  certain   other  writ  of 
our  said   lady  the  Queen,   com- 
monly called   a   capias  ad   satis- 
faciendum,  before  then  issued  out 
of  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer  at 
Westminster  aforesaid,  upon  the 
said  last-mentioned  judgment.  And 
the  jurors    aforesaid,   upon   their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  the  said  Augustus  Newton  was 
kept  and  detained  in  the  said  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  said 
county  of  Gloucester,  under  and 
by  virtue   of  the   said  last-men- 
tioned writ  from  the  time  of  making 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  arrest, 
until  and  at  and  after  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  affidavit  in  this 
count  hereafter  mentioned,  to  wit, 
at  the  parish  of  Cheltenham  afore- 
said, in  the  county  of  Gloucester 
aforesaid.     And  the  jurors  afore- 
said, upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  Au- 
gustus Newton,  contriving  and  ma- 
liciously intending   to  injure  the 
said   Edward   Healy,  and  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  means  of  recover- 
ing the  said  debt,  damages,  and 
costs  last  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  8th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  com- 
mon gaol  of  the  said  county  of 
Gloucester,  to  wit,  at  the  North 
Hamlet,  in  the  said  county  of  Glou- 
cester, in  order  to  obtain  a  certain 
other  writ,  commonly  called  a  ha- 
beas corpus,  by  means  whereof  he 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  might 
be  discharged  out  of  the  same  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  said 


county  of  Gloucester,  as  to 
last-mentioned  execution,  on  As 
ground  that  the  said  last-meotioMd 
arrest  was  illegal,  did  come  in  fail 
own  proper  person  before  the  aid 
Richard  George  Whatley,  so  bcisf 
such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  nd 
did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  on  As 
day  and  year  last  aforenid,  at  As 
North  Hamlet  last  afbreiaidfiatfae 
county  of  Gloucester  aforeodd,  pio- 
duce  to  and  before  the  said  Ricfairi 
George  Whatley,  so  being  neh 
commissioner  as  aforesaid,  a  eer- 
tain  other  affidavit  in  writing  ft 
him  the   said  Augustus  Newton ; 
and  that  the  said  Augustus  Netfon 
then  and  there,  by  and  before  tfat 
said  Richard  Geoige  Whatk7,» 
being  such  commissioner  as  afiii»- 
said,  was  duly  sworn,  and  did  Hb 
his  corporal  oath  upon  the  holf 
gospel  of  God,  of  and  conoenia; 
the  truth  of  the  matter  contained 
in  the  same  affidavit,  (he  the  aid 
Richard  George  Whatley  thennd 
there  having  sufficient  and  com- 
petent power  and  authority  to  sd* 
minister  the  same  oath  to  the  aid 
Augustus  Newton  in  that  behiH> 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  prescntf 
that,  at  and  upon  the  making  oftht 
same   last-mentioned  affidariti  it 
then  and  there  became  and  wm  s 
material  question,  whether  the  add 
Augustus  Newton  then  knew  rf^ 
oum  knowledge,  that,  on  the  ocetr 
sion  when   the  said  Geoige  Wil- 
son so  went  to  the  same  dwellings 
house  as  in  this  count  mentioned 
the  said  George  WilscMi  did»  by 
great  force  and  violence,  or  in  *■/ 
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whereof  he  might  be  discharged  there- 
f,  fee  swore^  that  George  Wilson  succeeded  in 


1844. 


p  of,  and  impudently 
I  inchiee  those  before 
m  to  proceed  upon 
m  depontiony  which 
■Igfat  take  ai  well  as 
Mb  tha  learned  Seijt 

P.  C  c  69,  8.  6,  [1 
»  K  1,  c.  27,  8.  6,] 
of  BeM  V.  Edwardif 
^Bu,  Shrewsbury  Lent 
^  and  subsequently 
f  ikt  judges.  (M.S.) 
m  of  Bexv.MiHcbey, 
■Uch  was  an  indict- 
moipiracy  to  pervert 
Justice,  by  producing 
ft  falie  certificate  of 
hal  a  road  was  in  re- 
ilioe  Lawrence,  said, 
ecetiary  that  the  de- 
ild  have  known  that 
out  of  repair;  they  are 
oooapiring  to  pervert 
rjutice  by  producing 
a  certificate  that  the 

repair;  and,  if  the 
kd>lished  in  fact,  it  is 
r  considerable  magni- 
liho  administration  of 
'  the  country.  Tliis  is 
Um  case  of  peijury 
■wears  to  a  particular 
knowing  at  the  time 
fiMst  be  true  or  false; 
pojnry  as  if  he  knew 
I  fake,  and  equally  in- 
Ve  are  not  aware  of 
i  indictment  in  the 
ctions,  for  peijury,  in 
t  which  the  party  did 
be  true. 

,  count  of  the  indict- 
•  COM  here  reported, 
Hawing  form : — *<  And 
ftibrMaid,   upon   their 


oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that,  before  the  making  of  the  affi- 
davit in  this  count  mentioned,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  May 
aforesaid,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  a 
certain  other  judgment  was  signed 
in  her  said  Majesty's  said  Court  of 
Exchequer  at  Westminster  afore- 
said, in  a  certain  cause  wherein  the 
said  Edward  Healy  was  plaintiff, 
and  the  said  Augustus  Newton  de- 
fendant, whereby  it  was  considered 
by  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  that 
the  said  Edward  Healy  should  reco- 
ver against  the  said  Augustus  New- 
ton as  well  a  certain  debt  as  also  cer- 
tain damages  and  costs,  as  by  the 
record  thereof  still  remaining  in  the 
said  Court  of  Exchequer  at  West- 
minster more  fully  appears.     And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that, 
after  the  signing  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  judgment,  and  before 
and  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  ar- 
rest in  this  count  mentioned,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  6th  day  of  July,  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of  Chel- 
tenham aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Gloucester  aforesaid,  the  said  Au- 
gustus Newton  was  the  occupier  of, 
and  did  dwell  in,  a  certain  dwelling- 
house  there  situate ;  and  that  there 
then  and  there  was  a  certain  outer- 
door  at  the  back  of  the  same  dwell- 
ing-house; and  that,  shortly  before 
the   making  of  the  arrest  in  this 
count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the 
parish  last  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
of  Gloucester  aforesaid,  the  said 
George  Wilson  went  to  the  same 
dwelling-house  for  the  purpose  of 
arresting  the  said  Augustas  New- 
ton, and  did  then  and  there  arrest 
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Nisi  Prius  record;  and  as  soon  as  the  jury  were  sworn,  the 
defendant  asked,  that  the  whole  indictment  should  be  read 
at  length  to  the  Court  and  jury. 

Atcherliy,  Serjt. — I  have  conferred  with  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Tindal,  who  says,  that  he  never  in  his  life  knew  this 
to  be  done ;  but  that,  if  the  defendant  thinks  it  will  be  of 


the  same  door.  Whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  said  Augustus 
Newton  did  not,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  last-mentioned 
affidavit,  or  at  any  other  time, 
know  of  hit  oum  knowledge ^  that 
the  said  George  Wilson,  on  the 
same  occasion  last  aforesaid,  did, 
by  great  force  and  violence,  or  in 
any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
breaking  away  the  same  lock-fast- 
enings of  the  same  outer- door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
tlie  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  said  last- 
mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any  other 
time,  know  of  his  oivn  knowledge, 
that,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  the  said  George  Wilson 
did,  by  great  force  and  violence,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
bursting  open  the  same  outer-door 
of  the  same  dwelling-house.  And 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
said  Augustus  Newton  did  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any 
other  time,  know  of  hie  oten  ktiow' 
lec^e,  that  the  said  George  Wil- 
son, did,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  break  away  the  same 
fastenings  of  the  same  outer-door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at 
any  other  time,  know  of  hie  own 
knowledge f  that  the  said  George  Wil- 
son did,  on  the  occasion  last  afore- 


said, burst  open  the  same  olItl^ 
door.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  up- 
on their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  all  the  said  serenl 
matters  and  things  so  alleged  ts 
have  been   falsely  sworn  bj  the 
said  Augustus  Newton,  as  in  tin 
count  aforesaid,  were,  and  escb  cf 
them  was,  material  for  obtsiniog 
the  said  last-mentioned  writ  of  hi- 
beas  corpus,  and  for  obtaining  the 
discharge   of  the    said  Augortni 
Newton  firom  the  said  last-men- 
tioned custody  of  the  said  dwriff 
of  the  said  county  of  Glonoester, 
to  wit,  at  the  parish  of  ChdtcB- 
ham  aforesaid,  in  the  said  ooob^ 
of  Gloucester.     And  so  thejoron 
aforesaid,  upon   their  oath  sfore 
said,  do  say,  that  the  said  AogiH- 
tus  Newton,  on  the  said  8th  dij 
of  July,  in  the  year  afbressid,  it 
the  North   Hamlet    aforesaid,  ii 
the  county  of  Gloucester  aforeeui 
before  the   said  Richard  Gtoip 
Whatley,  so  being  such  coounr 
sioner  as  aforesaid,  and  so  hariBg 
such  competent  power  and  anthcir' 
ity  as  aforesaid,  by  his  own  ici 
and  consent,  and  of  his  own  mo^ 
wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  mao' 
ner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  di^ 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  peijni^v 
to   the    great   displeasure  of  A'" 
mighty  God,  in  contempt  of  o^Mf 
said  lady  the  Queen,  and  aguB^ 
the    peace  of  our  said  lady  thf 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dign^* 
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any  advantage  to  him  to  have  the  indictment  read  to  the         1844. 
jnry,  it  may  be  done.  "^^ 


Mr.  Ede,  the  associatei  read  the  whole  of  the  indictment 
to  the  Court  and  jnry. 

It  was  opened  by  Godson^  for  the  prosecution^  that^  on 
the  2nd  of  May,  1843,  a  judgment  had  been  signed  against 
the  defendant  for  12/.  149.,  upon  a  judge's  order,  to  which 
the  defendant  had  consented;  and  that,  on  the  28th  of 
June,  1843,  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution  by  an 
officer  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester  on  a  writ 
founded  on  that  judgment,  and  the  defendant  then  claimed 
his  privilege  as  a  barrister  attending  the  Gloucestershire 
sessions,  and  on  his  application  being  heard  in  open  Court 
at  those  sessions,  the  chairman,  Mr.  Serjeant  Ludlow,  sug- 
gested that  the  defendant  should  say,  that  he  would  take 
no  advantage  of  this  arrest,  and  should  be  discharged ;  and 
die  defendant  thereupon  signed  a  paper  by  which  he  un- 
dertook that  the  plaintiff  should  be  still  at  liberty  to  exe- 
cote  the  writ  in  the  same  manner  as  if  this  arrest  had  not 
taken  place.     On  this  the  defendant  was  discharged ;  and 
on  the  5th  of  July,  1844,  the  defendant  was  taken  at  his 
lK>U8e  at  Cheltenham,  on  another  writ,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  founded  on  the  same  judgment. 
From  this  second  arrest  the  defendant  wished  to  be  dis- 
charged, and  made  an  application  to  Mr.  Justice  Maule 
for  that  purpose  on  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
was  discharged  from  the  first  arrest  *'  by  order  of**  Mr. 
Raines  Boodle,  then  acting  as  the  plaintiff^s  attorney ;  and 
^at,  to  effect  the  second  arrest,  the  outer-door  of  the  de- 
f^^ndant's  house  was  broken  open.     Both  these  statements 
Were  charged  by  the  present  indictment  to  be  false. 

Ou  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  examined  copies  of  the 
lodgment  in  the  case  of  Healy  v.  Newton,  and  of  the  writs 
<^f  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  were  put  in. 
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Nisi  Prius  record;  and  as  soon  as  the  jnrj  were  sworn,  the 
defendant  asked,  that  the  whole  indictment  should  be  read 
at  length  to  the  Court  and  jury. 

Atcherliy,  Serjt. — I  have  conferred  with  Lord  Chirf 
Justice  Tindal,  who  says,  that  he  never  in  his  life  knew  this 
to  be  done ;  but  tbat^  if  the  defendant  thinks  it  will  be  of 


the  same  door.  Whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  said  Augustus 
Newton  did  not,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  last-mentioned 
affidavit,  or  at  any  other  time, 
know  of  his  oum  hnowledgey  that 
the  said  George  Wilson,  on  the 
same  occasion  last  aforesaid,  did, 
by  great  force  and  violence,  or  in 
any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
breaking  away  the  same  lock-fast- 
enings of  the  same  outer- door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  said  last- 
mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any  other 
time,  know  of  his  otm  knowledge, 
that,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  the  said  George  Wilson 
did,  by  great  force  and  violence,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
bursting  open  the  same  outer-door 
of  the  same  dwelling-house.  And 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
said  Augustus  Newton  did  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any 
other  time,  know  of  his  own  know- 
ledge, that  the  said  George  Wil- 
son, did,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  break  away  the  same 
fastenings  of  the  same  outer-door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at 
any  other  time,  know  of  his  own 
knowUdge^thtLt  the  said  George  Wil- 
son did,  on  the  occasion  last  afore- 


said, burst  open  the  same  ooter- 
door.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  up- 
on their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  all  the  said  aevenl 
matters  and  things  so  alleged  to 
have  been    falsely  sworn  by  the 
said  Augustus  Newton,  as  in  tUi 
count  aforesaid,  were,  and  each  cf 
them  was,  material  for  obtaioiof 
the  said  last-mentioned  writ  of  hi- 
beas  corpus,  and  for  obtaining  the 
discharge    of  the    said  Angnstn 
Newton  from  the  said  lasl-mcn- 
tioned  custody  of  the  said  thoif 
of  the  said  county  of  Gloucester, 
to  wit,  at  the  pariah  of  Chelten- 
ham aforesaid,  in  the  said  countf 
of  Gloucester.     And  so  the  joron 
aforesaid,  upon   their  oath  afoR- 
said,  do  say,  that  the  said  Augiv- 
tus  Newton,  on  the  said  8th  di/ 
of  July,  in  the  year  afbresaid,  it 
the  North  Hamlet    aforesaid,  h 
the  county  of  Gloucester  tlorttud, 
before  the   said  Richard  Geoige 
Whatley,  so  being  such  commii* 
sioner  as  aforesaid,  and  so  hanm 
such  competent  power  and  aa&tf 
ity  as  aforesaid,  by  his  own  set 
and  consent,  and  of  his  own  afi^ 
wicked  and  conupt  mind,  in  maiH 
ner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  did 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  ^eijcajt 
to   the    great  displeasure  of  Al- 
mighty God,  in  contempt  of  ov 
said  lady  the  Queen,  and  agtioit 
the    peace  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.** 
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any  advantage  to  him  to  have  the  indictment  read  to  the         1844. 
jury,  it  may  be  done.  ^^^^ 


Mr.  EdCy  the  associate^  read  the  whole  of  the  indictment 
to  the  Conrt  and  jury. 

It  was  opened  by  Godson,  for  the  prosecation,  that,  on 
the  2nd  of  May,  1843,  a  judgment  had  been  signed  against 
the  defendant  for  12/.  149.,  upon  a  judge's  order,  to  which 
the  defendant  had  consented;  and  that,  on  the  28th  of 
June,  1843,  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution  by  an 
officer  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester  on  a  writ 
founded  on  that  judgment,  and  the  defendant  then  claimed 
his  privilege  as  a  barrister  attending  the  Oloucestershire 
sessions,  and  on  his  application  being  heard  in  open  Court 
at  those  sessions,  the  chairman,  Mr.  Serjeant  Ludlow,  sug- 
gested that  the  defendant  should  say,  that  he  would  take 
no  advantage  of  this  arrest,  and  should  be  discharged;  and 
the  defendant  thereupon  signed  a  paper  by  which  he  un- 
dertook that  the  plaintiff  should  be  still  at  liberty  to  exe- 
cute the  writ  in  the  same  manner  as  if  this  arrest  had  not 
taken  place.  On  this  the  defendant  was  discharged ;  and 
on  the  5th  of  July,  1844,  the  defendant  was  taken  at  his 
house  at  Cheltenham,  on  another  writ,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  founded  on  the  same  judgment. 
From  this  second  arrest  the  defendant  wished  to  be  dis- 
charged, and  made  an  application  to  Mr.  Justice  Maule 
{or  that  purpose  on  an  affidavit,  in  which  be  stated  that  he 
was  discharged  from  the  first  arrest  *'  by  order  of  Mr. 
James  Boodle,  then  acting  as  the  plaintiff ^s  attorney ;  and 
that,  to  effect  the  second  arrest,  the  outer-door  of  the  de- 
fendant's house  was  broken  open.  Both  these  statements 
were  charged  by  the  present  indictment  to  be  false. 

Ou  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  examined  copies  of  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Healy  v.  Newton,  and  of  the  writs 
of  capias  ad  satisfeciendum,  were  put  in. 
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1844.  It  was  also  proved  by  Mr.  Richard  (George  Whatley  tbat 

the  defendant  was  sworn  before  him  to  the  affidavit  on 
which  the  present  indictment  was  founded;  and  Mr. 
Whatley  also  stated  that  he  acted  as  a  commissioner  kr 
taking  affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  but  in  bii 
cross-examination  he  said :  '^  I  never  saw  my  commission. 
I  desired  it  to  be  applied  for  through  my  agents  and  wai 
told  by  him  it  was  granted.''  In  his  re-examination,  Mr. 
Whatley  said :  "  I  have  acted  as  a  commissioner  for  taking 
affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ever  since  the  yeir 
1834.  The  defendant  requested  me  to  act  aa  a  conunii- 
sioner  on  this  occasion.'' 

The  defendant. — I  submit  that  this  is  not  sufficient  proof 
of  Mr.  Whatley  being  a  commissioner.  It  is  stated  in  the 
indictment  that  Mr.  Whatley  is  a  commissioner  dnly  an- 
thorized  to  take  affidavits  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  in  or 
concerning  any  cause  depending  in  her  Majesty's  Coort  of 
Exchequer  at  Westminster.  His  commission^  if  it  exirted, 
is  a  very  special  commission ;  and,  as  far  as  Mr.  Whatky 
knows  of  his  own  knowledge,  he  has  no  commission  at  all. 

Atcherley,  Serjt.,  (having  conferred  with  Tindalj  C.  !•) 
— I  have  conferred  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  he 
concurs  with  me  in  thinking  that  I  cannot  stop  the  cause 
on  this  objection.  He  thinks,  and  so  do  I,  that  Mr- 
Whatley's  acting  as  a  commissioner  is  prima  fade  evidence 
that  he  is  so  {b). 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  was  read — it  was  as  fol' 
lows : — 

In  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas. 
Between  Edward  Healyj  plaintiff,  and  Augutiu$  Newton^  defendant 

Augustus  Newton,  of  St  Paul's  Cottage,  Cheltenham,  in  the  county 
of  Gloucester,  esquire,  harrister-at-law,  maketh  oath  and  saitb,  that  be  ^ 
now  illegally  and  oppressively  confined  a  prisoner,  in  execution  for  tb^ 

(6)  See  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Murphy^  8  C.  &  P.  297. 
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debt  and  costs  recovered  against  him  in  this  action,  and  for  no  other  cause 
whatsoever,  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  and  keeper  of  the  county  goal 
ci  the  said  county  of  Gloucester ;  and  that  the  document  marked  C.  here- 
mito  annexed  is  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  hy  virtue  of  which  this  deponent 
was  arrested  and  brought  into  the  said  custody,  duly  certified  under  the 
band  of  the  deputy  governor  and  keeper  of  the  said  gaol,  wherein  this 
deponent  is  now  confined.     And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  this  is 
an  action  of  debt,  in  which  the  plaintiff  recovered,  by  consent  to  a  judge's 
ofder,  the  sum  of  12/.  14<.,  for  his  debt  and  certain  costs  of  suit,  for  re- 
eovery  of  which  certain  writs  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  have  been  issued 
•gainst  this  deponent.    And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  on  Wed- 
Msday,  the  28th  day  of  June  last,  this  deponent  was,  in  the  Shire-hall  in 
Glooceater  aforesaid,  arrested  in  execution  upon  the  judgment  signed  in 
dus  cause  by  James  Bennett,  an  officer  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Glou- 
eetter,  upon  a  warrant  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  made  by  him  to  the 
lud  James  Bennett ;  and  James  Boodle,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  this 
cause,  himself  personally  directed  the  said  officer  in  making  and  effecting 
die  said  arrest.    And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  afterwards,  on  the 
Mroe  day,  he  was  discharged  out  of  custody  of  the  said  sheriff,  as  to  the 
nid  execution,  by  order  of  the  said  James  Boodle,  then  acting  as  such 
attoniey.    And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  on  Wednesday  last,  the 
SUiday  of  July  instant,  at  about  one  of  the  clock  in  the  aflemoon,  he, 
As  said  Augustus  Newton,  was  in  his  own  dwelling-house,  of  which  he 
vai  then  the  sole  tenant  at  will,  called  St.  Paul's  Cottage,  aforesaid,  situ- 
ate within  his  own  grounds,  surrounded  by  a  high  wall  and  paling,  when 
^Seorge  Wilson,  the  person  mentioned  in  the  annexed  copy  warrant, 
^0  is  not  one  of  the  bound  officers  of  the  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  but 
*»  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  such  occasion  only,  at  the  special  in- 
tece  and  perU  of  the  said  plaintiff,  scaled  the  said  paling  with  two 
*>">tant8,  with  a  pistol  in  hand,  which  this  deponent  is  informed  and 
^ly  believes  was  then  loaded  with  powder  and  three  slugs,  for  the  pur- 
P<^  of  assassinating  this  deponent  if  opportunity  had  offered.     And  this 
^^Qent  further  saith,  that  his  said  house  was  in  every  part  then  per- 
^yfast  and  secure;  that  there  are  two  outer-doors  to  the  same, both  of 
which  were  well  secured,  this  deponent  being  apprehensive  of  an  arrest 
for  debt,  and  confining  himself  to  his  said  dwelling-house  on  that  account. 
And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  the  said  George  Wilson  demanded 
^^ttance,  as  he  said,  to  execute  a  warrant  against  this  deponent,  which 
demand  was  refused  by  this  deponent's  wife,  Lsetitia  Francis  Newton ; 
uttt  the  said  George  Wilson  then  said,  '^  I  will  break  in  if  you  do  not  let 
ne  in."    Xhat  admittance  was  still  peremptorily  refused  by  order  of  this 
^^nent;  that  then  the  said  George  Wilson  renewed  his  threats,  and 
''^•de  efforts  to  break  the  front-hall- door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  which 
"■sted  such  efforts ;   that  he  then  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back- 
"tehen  of  deponent's  said  dwelling-house,  which  is  the  only  other  outer- 
"^  of  the  same,  and  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured  all  the 
**^  day,  and  the  key  kept  by  deponent's  said  wife ;  and  that,  by  great 
^^  and  violence,  the  said  George  Wilson  succeeded  in  breaking  away 
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1844.         tiff's  attorney,  personally  directing  the  officer ;  and  that 
Rboina"       afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  the  defendant  was  discharged 
V.  oat  of  the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff  as  to  the  said  eze- 

cation  ''by  order  of  the  said  James  Boodle,  then  act* 
ing  as  such  attorney/'  (meaning  as  attorney  for  the  said 
Edward  Healy) ;  and  that,  on  the  5th  of  July,  the  de- 
fendant was  at  his  own  dwelling-house,  situate  within  liit 
own  grounds,  surrounded  by  a  high  wall  and  paling,  wlieii 
George  Wilson,  '*  who  is  not  one  of  the  bound  officers  to  the 
Sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  but  was  appointed  for  the  purpoie 
of  such  occasion  only  at  the  special  instance  and  part  of  the 
said  plaintiff,  (meaning  the  said  Edward  Healy),  scaled  the 
said  paling  /'  that  the  house  was  fastened  and  secure;  and 
that  George  Wilson  ''  made  efforts  to  break  the  front  hall- 
door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  which  resisted  such  efforts; 
that  he  then  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back-kitchen 
of  deponent's  (meaning  the  said  Augustus  Newton's)  said 
dwelling-house,  which  is  the  only  nfuier-door  of  the  aame^ 
and  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured  on  the  said 
day ;''  and  that  by  great  force  and  violence  the  said  Geoige 
Wilson  succeeded  in  breaking  away  the  lock  fastenings  of 
the  said  door  and  in  bursting  open  the  said  outer-door;  and 
that  George  Wilson  had  admitted  that  he  had  broken  open 
the  defendant's  house.  This  count  of  the  indictment  con- 
tained assignments  of  perjury,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of 
Gloucester  by  order  of  James  Boodle  as  the  attomejof 
Edward  Healy;  that  the  defendant  was  not  discha^ed 
out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester 
by  order  of  James  Boodle ;  that  George  Wilson  did  not 
make  any  efforts  to  break  the  outer- door  at  the  firont 
of  the  said  dwelling-house ;  that  he  did  not  break  awi^ 
the  lock  fastenings  of  the  outer-door  at  the  back  of  the 
house ;  that  he  did  not  succeed  in  bursting  open  the  oate^ 
door  at  the  back  of  the  said  dwelling-house;  and  that  he 
did  not  admit  that  he  had  broken  open  the  house.  This 
count  then  went  on  to  aver,  '^  that  all  the  said  sevenl 
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affidavit  itself  it  is,  ''which  is  the  only  other  outer-door  of        1844. 
the  aame/'     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Spencer  (c)  it  was  held,       rbJina 
that,  in  reciting  a  bill  in  Chancery  in  an  indictment  for  ^- 

XN  EWTOm. 

perjury,  the  insertion  of  the  word  "  houses  ^^  instead  of  the 
word  "  house ''  was  a  fatal  variance. 


Godson. — ^There  is  no  assignment  of  perjury  on  those 
parts  of  the  affidavit,  and  the  variances^are,  therefore, 
amendable  under  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15. 

Atchbrubt,  Serjt. — The  case  cited  by  Mr.  Newton  was, 
I  believe,  one  of  those  which  caused  the  passing  of  that 
act  of  Parliament. 

The  defendant. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Cooke  {d),  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury,  assigned  on  an  affidavit  made  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  aside  a  judgment,  signed  since  the  rule 
of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will.  4,  alleged,  that  the  judgment  was 
entered  up  "  in  or  as  of"  Trinity  Term,  5  Will.  4 ;  and  it 
was  held  bad  on  the  ground  that  a  judgment  is  now  of  the 
day  on  which  it  is  signed ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  would 
not  in  that  case  allow  any  amendment ;  and  his  Lordship 
said,  that  amendments  should  be  made  very  sparingly  in 
criminal  cases. 

Atcherley,  Serjt. — If  the  variance  between  the  affidavit 
and  the  recital  of  it  on  the  record  had  related  to  any  as- 
signment of  perjury,  I  should  not  have  made  the  amend- 
ment, as  it  might  have  misled  the  defendant ;  but,  as  there 
is  no  assignment  of  perjury  on  that  part  of  the  affidavit,  the 
amendment  cannot  affect  the  merits  of  the  case  in  any 
way ;  and  I  shall,  therefore,  allow  the  amendment  to  be 
made. 

The  defendant. — In  the  recital  of  the  affidavit  in  the  in- 
dictment, it  is  stated,  that  the  officer  George  Wilson  was 

(c)  1  C.  &  P.  260.  {d)  7  C.  &  p.  650. 
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1844.        not  one  of  the  bound  officers  of  the  sheriff  of  Oloncestor- 

Reoina       sliure^  but  was  appointed  ''at  the  special  instance  and  pari 

^'  of  the  plaintiff/'     In  the  affidavit  itself  the  words  are^  ''at 

the  special  instance  and  peril  of  the  plaintiff.^ 


» 


Atch£rley^  Serjt. — I  shall  allow  that  to  be  amended. 

To  disprove  that  part  of  the  affidavit  which  stated  that 
the  defendant  was  discharged  by  order  of  the  plaintiff's  at* 
tomey,  Mr  James  Boodle  was  called.  He  said,  "  I  was  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action,  Healy  v.  Newton,  I 
was  in  Court  at  Gloucester  at  the  quarter  sessions  on  the 
28th  of  June^  1843.  Mr.  Serjeant  Ludlow  presided.  The 
defendant  was  not  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester  by  any  order  of  mine.  I 
told  the  sheriflfs  officer,  that  I  should  not  bring  any  actum 
against  the  sheriff  if  he  let  the  defendant  go,  but  that  wai 
after  the  defendant  had  signed  a  paper.  Before  the  paper 
was  signed,  I  had  never  consented  to  the  defendant's  dii- 
charge.  Mr.  Serjeant  Ludlow  said,  he  should  recommend 
the  defendant's  privilege  to  be  allowed,  he  having  applied  for 
his  privilege  as  attending  the  sessions  as  counsel ;  bat  he 
said,  he  could  make  no  order.  The  paper  was  then  made 
out  and  signed  by  the  defendant. 

The  paper  was  read  in  evidence,  and  was  as  follows  :— 

Healt  v.  Newton. 

I  HEREBY  undertake  not  to  bring  any  action  in  respect  of  any  arrest  10 
the  said  action  made  this  morning  against  any  person  or  persons  ;  and  I 
hereby  undertake,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  action  shall  be  at  liberty  t9 
execute,  or  cause  to  be  executed,  the  said  writ,  in  the  same  manner  ai  if 
no  such  arrest  had  taken  place ;  and  that  the  case  shall  in  all  respects  hm 
considered  as  if  in  point  of  fact  no  such  arrest  had  so  taken  place  tf 
aforesaid. 

Auo.  Newton,  28th  June,  1843. 

Atcherley,  Serjt. — I  have  asked  the  Lord  Chief  Jnstioe 
Tindal  his  opinion  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  and  I  should 
wish  to  hear  how  this  part  of  the  charge  is  proposed  to  be 
supported. 


V, 

Newton. 
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Godson. — The  object  of  the  affidavit  was  to  convince  Mr.  1844. 
Justice  MaiUe  that  the  defendant  had  been  discharged  from  rbqina 
the  first  arrest  by  order  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney;  and 
that,  therefore,  the  second  arrest  was  bad.  Now,  this  paper 
is  signed  that  the  first  arrest  should  go  for  nothing.  The 
words  used  by  the  attorney  to  the  officer  could  not  operate 
in  the  mind  of  the  defendant,  because  he  knew  that  by  this 
paper  the  first  arrest  was  to  go  for  nothing ;  and  it  will  be 
for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant  did  not  know 
that  he  was  discharged  from  the  first  arrest  in  consequence 
of  having  signed  this  paper. 

Greaves,  (on  the  same  side). — ^Lord  Coke  says  {e),  "By  the 
ancient  law  of  England,  in  all  oaths,  equivocation  is  utterly 
condemned ;  for  Britton  saith  (/),  Serement  est  honest  et 
leall  quant  sa  conscience  demesne  accord  a  chescun  point  a 
la  bouche  ne  pluis  ne  meins  et  sil  ad  discord  donques  est 
perillous."  "  Perjuri  sunt  qui  servatis  verbis  juramenti 
decipiunt  aures  eorum  qui  accipiunt.  If  equivocation  should 
be  permitted,  tending  to  the  subversion  of  truth,  it  would 
shake  the  foundation  of  justice.^'  I  submit  that  this  is, 
at  all  events  a  case  of  equivocation,  and  is,  therefore,  within 
those  authorities. 

In  answer  to  further  questions,  Mr.  Boodle  said,  "  I  be- 
lieve that  the  defendant  could  hear  what  I  said  to  the  officer. 
When  the  defendant  was  before  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  he  put 
in  the  affidavit  sworn  on  the  8th  of  July,  1843,  and  applied 
for  his  discharge  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  arrested 
before,  and  discharged  by  me  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff; 
and,  also,  because  his  door  had  been  broken  open.  I  pro- 
duced the  paper  signed  by  the  defendant.  Mr.  Justice 
JUauIe  said,  '  Did  you  sign  this  paper  before  you  were  set 
at  liberty  ? '  And  the  defendant  said  that  he  did,  but  it 
made  no  difference.  The  Judge  said  it  made  all  the  dif- 
ference, and  that,  if  the  Court  at  the  sessions  had  discharged 

(e)  3  Inst.  166.  (/)  Fo.  237. 
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breaking  away  the  fastenings^  and  bursting  open  the  back- 
kitchen  door  of  his  house^  which  was  an  outer-door  and 
then  assigned  perjury  thereupon. 


the  said  Augustus  Newton  in  the 
same  dwelling-house,  under  and  hy 
virtue  of  a  certain   other  writ  of 
our  said   lady  the  Queen,   com- 
monly called   a   capias  ad   satis- 
faciendum, before  then  issued  out 
of  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer  at 
Westminster  aforesaid,  upon  the 
said  last-mentioned  judgment.  And 
the  jurors    aforesaid,  upon    their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present, 
that  the  said  Augustus  Newton  was 
kept  and  detained  in  the  said  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  said 
county  of  Gloucester,  under  and 
hy  virtue  of  the   said  last-men- 
tioned writ  from  the  time  of  making 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  arrest, 
until  and  at  and  after  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  affidavit  in  this 
count  hereafter  mentioned,  to  wit, 
at  the  parish  of  Cheltenham  afore- 
said, in  the  county  of  Gloucester 
aforesaid.     And  the  jurors  afore- 
said, upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  Au- 
gustus Newton,  contriving  and  ma- 
liciously intending   to  injure   the 
said   Edward    Healy,  and  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  means  of  recover- 
ing the  said  debt,  damages,  and 
costs  last  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  8th  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  com- 
mon gaol  of  the  said  county  of 
Gloucester,  to  wit,  at  the  North 
Hamlet,  in  the  said  county  of  Glou- 
cester, in  order  to  obtain  a  certain 
other  writ,  commonly  called  a  ha- 
beas corpus,  by  means  whereof  he 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  might 
be  discharged  out  of  the  same  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  of  the  said 


county  of  Gloucestefy  as  to  the  wd 
last-mentioned  execution,  on  tlM 
ground  that  the  said  last-mentioned 
arrest  was  illegal,  did  come  in  Mi 
own  proper  person  before  the  nd 
Richard  George  Whatley,  so  beiof 
such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  and 
did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  on  dw 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  die 
North  Hamlet  last  aforesaid,  in  tbt 
county  of  Gloucester  aforesaid,  pro- 
duce to  and  before  the  said  Richsrd 
George  Whatley,  so  being  loeh 
commissioner  as  aforesaid,  a  cer- 
tain other  affidavit  in  writing  of 
him  the  said  Augustus  Newton ; 
and  that  the  said  Augustus  Newton 
then  and  there,  by  and  before  tho 
said  Richard  George  Whatkj,  lo 
being  such  commissioner  as  afivt- 
said,  was  duly  sworn,  and  did  tsb 
his  corporal  oath  upon  the  holy 
gospel  of  God,  of  and  concenisf 
the  truth  of  the  matter  contsiocd 
in  the  same  affidavit,  (he  the  «' 
Richard  George  Whatley  tbenud 
there  having  sufficient  and  eoB- 
petent  power  and  authority  to  sd- 
minister  the  same  oath  to  the  laid 
Augustus  Newton  in  that  bekstf)* 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  further  presentf 
that,  at  and  upon  the  making  oftb0 
same   last-mentioned  affidaviti  it 
then  and  there  became  and  was  ft 
material  question,  whether  the  nil 
Augustus  Newton  then  knew  tftif 
own  knowledge^  that,  on  the  ooes" 
sion  when  the  said  Geoige  ITil- 
son  so  went  to  the  same  dwelliiig' 
house  as  in  this  count  mentioned^ 
the  said  Geoige  Wilson  did,  bj 
great  force  and  violence,  or  in  soy 
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though  he  had  used  these  words  at  the  time^  yet  that^  in 
fiict,  he  did  not  break  open  the  door. 

Atcuerlet^  Serjt. — I  shall  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
even  assuming  that  the  door  was  not  broken  open,  whether 
Mr.  Newton  might  not  have  been  under  the  bon&  fide  im- 
pression that  it  had  been,  as  he  at  the  moment  charged 
the  officer  with  having  broken  open  the  door,  and  persisted 
in  that  charge. 
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Rkoina 

V. 

Nbwton. 


His  Lordship  re-stated  this  question  to  the  jury. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
Godson  and  Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 
The  defendant  in  person. 

[AttornicB — Roger son^  and  T,  B.  Howard,'] 


Doe,  on  the  several  Demises  of  Blayney  and  Others,  v,       juiy  27th, 

Savage  and  Another. 

Ejectment  to  recover  lands  at  North  Piddle.  T.  occupied 

It  was  opened  by  Whateley,  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,   /y^gj  ,o°|^i5 
that  the  lands  in  question  had  been  bought  of  Nicholas  *»"'  ^^^  *^«**«^ 

*  °  to  occupy  them 

Geaiyby  William  Phillips  the  elder,  in  the  year  1777,  who  before  the 

in  the  same  year  devised  them  to  his  widow,  Mary  Phillips  death.  At  T.'s 

the  elder,  in  fee.     William  Phillips  the  elder  died  in  1782,  hu  pVer^fre 

and  his  widow,  Mary  Phillips  the  elder,  by  her  will  made  fo""d  a  series 

*  ^  r  »      J  of  receipts  for 

in  1804,  devised  the  property  to  her  son  John  and  Mr.  the  rent  of  this 
Thomas  Blayney  in  fee,  in  trust  to  sell  it  and  divide  the  to  1804,  signed 

by  M.  P.  sen., 
who  died  in 
1806,  and  a  similar  series  of  receipts  for  rent  from  1806  to  1815,  signed  by  M.  P.  jun.,  (the 
daughter  of  M.  P.  sen.),  who  died  in  1826:-»/fe/<f,  in  ejectment  for  these  lands,  that  these 
reccipti  were  receivable  as  evidence  of  the  seisin  of  M.  P.  sen.,  and  M.  P.  jun. 

An  examined  copy  of  an  entry  in  a  parish  register  of  marriages  is  receivable  in  evidence  to 
prove  a  marriage,  although  the  entry  in  the  register  purport  to  be  attested  by  one  witness  only, 
tht  words  "  1b  the  presence  of"  in  the  entry  being  followed  by  one  name  only. 
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Nisi  Prius  record;  and  as  soon  as  the  jary  were  swom^  the 
defendant  asked^  that  the  whole  indictment  should  be  raid 
at  length  to  the  Court  and  jury. 

Atcherliy,  Serjt. — ^I  have  conferred  with  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Tindal^  who  says^  that  he  never  in  his  life  knew  thii 
to  be  done ;  but  tbat^  if  the  defendant  thinks  it  will  be  of 


the  same  door.  Whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact^  the  said  Augustus 
Newton  did  not,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  last-mentioned 
affidavit,  or  at  any  other  time, 
know  of  his  oum  knowledge^  that 
the  said  Geotge  Wilson,  on  the 
same  occasion  last  aforesaid,  did, 
hy  great  force  and  violence,  or  in 
any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
hreaking  away  the  same  lock-fast- 
enings of  the  same  outer- door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
tlie  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  said  last- 
mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any  other 
time,  know  of  hU  own  knowledge y 
that,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  the  said  George  Wilaon 
did,  hy  great  force  and  violence,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  succeed  in 
hursting  open  the  same  outer-door 
of  the  same  dwelling-house.  And 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
said  Augustus  Newton  did  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at  any 
other  time,  know  of  hit  own  know- 
ledge,  that  the  said  George  Wil- 
son, did,  on  the  same  occasion  last 
aforesaid,  hreak  away  the  same 
fastenings  of  the  same  outer-door. 
And  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Augustus  Newton  did  not, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  affidavit,  or  at 
any  other  time,  know  of  hit  own 
knowledge,thai  the  said  George  Wil- 
son did,  on  the  occasion  last  afore- 


said, hurst  open  the  same  oote^ 
door.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  op* 
on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  fnrtficr 
present,  that  all  the  said  sefeal 
matters  and  things  to  alleged  to 
have  been    falsely  sworn  hy  die 
said  Augustus  Newton,  as  in  tfsi 
count  aforesaid,  were,  and  etdi  <f 
them  was,  material  for  obtsiniif 
the  said  last-mentioned  writ  of  kft- 
beas  corpus,  and  for  obtaining  the 
discharge    of   the    said  Aogialoi 
Newton  from  the  said  lait-BMB* 
tioned  custody  of  the  said  sberif 
of  the  said  county  of  Gloooeitir, 
to  wit,  at  the  parish  of  Chdlci- 
ham  aforesaid,  in  the  said  coos^ 
of  Gloucester.     And  so  thejnron 
aforesaid,  upon   their  oath  sfcn- 
said,  do  say,  that  the  said  Ai^ 
tus  Newton,  on  the  said  8th  ^ 
of  July,  in  the  year  aibressid,it 
the  North  Hamlet   aforesaid,  i> 
the  county  of  Gloucester  aforenii 
before   the   said  Richard  Gtwp 
Whatley,  so  being  such  comii'' 
sioner  as  aforesaid,  and  so  hsvi^ 
such  competent  power  and  sotfaii^ 
ity  as  aforesaid,  by  lus  own  i^ 
and  consent,  and  of  his  own  nf^ 
wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  mH* 
ner  and  form  last  aforesaid,  o^ 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  peijiffT* 
to   the    great  displeasure  of  Ar 
mighty  God,  in  contempt  of  otf 
said  lady  the  Queen,  and  sgaia^ 
the    peace  of  our  said  lady  tin 
Queen,  her  crown  and  dignitj." 
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toy  advantage  to  him  to  have  the  indictment  read  to  the        1844. 
jury,  it  may  be  done.  ^^ 


Mr.  Ede,  the  associate^  read  the  whole  of  the  indictment 
to  the  Court  and  jury. 

It  was  opened  by  GodsoUy  for  the  prosecution^  that^  on 
the  2nd  of  May,  1843,  a  judgment  had  been  signed  against 
die  defendant  for  12/.  149.,  upon  a  judge's  order,  to  which 
the  defendant  had  consented;  and  that,  on  the  28th  of 
June,  1843,  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution  by  an 
officer  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Gloucester  on  a  writ 
founded  on  that  judgment,  and  the  defendant  then  claimed 
bis  privil^e  as  a  barrister  attending  the  Oloucestershire 
•essions,  and  on  his  application  being  heard  in  open  Court 
at  those  sessions,  the  chairman,  Mr.  Serjeant  Ludlow,  sug- 
gested that  the  defendant  should  say,  that  he  would  take 
no  advantage  of  this  arrest,  and  should  be  discharged ;  and 
Hie  defendant  thereupon  signed  a  paper  by  which  he  un* 
dertook  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  still  at  liberty  to  exe- 
cute the  writ  in  the  same  manner  as  if  this  arrest  had  not 
taken  place.     On  this  the  defendant  was  discharged ;  and 
on  the  5th  of  July,  1844,  the  defendant  was  taken  at  his 
hme  at  Cheltenham,  on  another  writ,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  founded  on  the  same  judgment. 
From  this  second  arrest  the  defendant  wished  to  be  dis- 
charged, and  made  an  application  to  Mr.  Justice  Maule 
for  that  purpose  on  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  stated  that  he 
wag  discharged  from  the  first  arrest  *'  by  order  of  Mr. 
'ames  Boodle,  then  acting  as  the  plaintiff's  attorney ;  and 
that,  to  effect  the  second  arrest,  the  outer-door  of  the  de- 
fendant's house  was  broken  open.     Both  these  statements 
weie  charged  by  the  present  indictment  to  be  false. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  examined  copies  of  the 
jtidgment  in  the  case  of  Healy  v.  Newton,  and  of  the  writs 
of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  were  put  in. 

I  i2 


V. 

NiwToy. 
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1844.  It  was  also  proved  by  Mr.  Richard  Gteorge  Whatley  tkt 

Rboina       *^®  defendant  was  sworn  before  him  to  the  affidavit  on 
^,   V*  which  the  present   indictment   was  founded:    and  Mr. 

Newton.  ^ 

Whatley  also  stated  that  he  acted  as  a  commissioner  for 
taking  affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  but  in  hii 
cross-examination  he  said :  '^  I  never  saw  my  commisnon. 
I  desired  it  to  be  applied  for  through  my  agent,  and  wn 
told  by  him  it  was  granted.'^  In  his  re-examination,  Mr. 
Whatley  said :  ''  I  have  acted  as  a  commissioner  for  taking 
affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ever  since  the  year 
1834.  The  defendant  requested  me  to  act  as  a  commis- 
sioner on  this  occasion.'' 

The  defendant. — I  submit  that  this  is  not  sufficient  proof 
of  Mr.  Whatley  being  a  commissioner.  It  is  stated  in  the 
indictment  that  Mr.  Whatley  is  a  commissioner  duly  an- 
thorized  to  take  affidavits  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  in  or 
concerning  any  cause  depending  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of 
Exchequer  at  Westminster.  His  commission,  if  it  existed, 
is  a  very  special  commission ;  and,  as  far  as  Mr.  Whatkj 
knows  of  his  own  knowledge,  he  has  no  commission  at  aH 

Atcherley,  Serjt.,  (having  conferred  with  Tindal,  C.  J.) 
— I  have  conferred  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  b 
concurs  with  me  in  thinking  that  I  cannot  stop  the  caoK 
on  this  objection.  He  thinks,  and  so  do  I,  that  Mr. 
Whatley's  acting  as  a  commissioner  is  prima  facie  evidence 
that  he  is  so  {b). 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  was  read — it  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 

In  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas. 
Between  Edward  Healy^  plaintiff,  and  Atuputut  Newton,  defendtft* 

Augustus  Newton,  of  St  Paul's  Cottage,  Cheltenham,  in  the  coon^  ■ 
of  Gloucester,  esquire,  harrister-at-law,  maketh  oath  and  saitb,  thit  U  ^ 
now  illegally  and  oppressively  confined  a  prisoner,  in  execution  fiv  v* 

(6)  See  the  case  of  Retina  v.  Murphy,  8  C  &  P.  297. 
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debt  and  costs  recovered  against  him  in  this  action,  and  for  no  other  cause 
whatsoever,  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  and  keeper  of  the  county  goal 
of  the  said  county  of  Gloucester ;  and  that  the  document  marked  C.  here- 
mito  annexed  is  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  by  virtue  of  which  this  deponent 
was  arrested  and  brought  into  the  said  custody,  duly  certified  under  the 
liand  of  the  deputy  governor  and  keeper  of  the  said  gaol,  wherein  this 
deponent  is  now  confined.    And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  this  is 
an  action  of  debt,  in  which  the  plaintiff  recovered,  by  consent  to  a  judge's 
order,  the  sum  of  12/.  14«.,  for  his  debt  and  certain  costs  of  suit,  for  re- 
eofCTj  of  which  certain  writs  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  have  been  issued 
■gainst  this  deponent.     And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  on  Wed- 
nasday,  the  28th  day  of  June  last,  this  deponent  was,  in  the  Shire-hall  in 
Oknicester  aforesud,  arrested  in  execution  upon  the  judgment  signed  in 
liiis  cause  by  James  Bennett,  an  officer  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  Glou- 
cester, upon  a  warrant  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  made  by  him  to  the 
Mud  James  Bennett ;  and  James  Boodle,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  this 
eaose,  himself  personally  directed  the  said  officer  in  making  and  effecting 
the  said  arrest    And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  afterwards,  on  the 
e  day,  he  was  discharged  out  of  custody  of  the  said  sheriff,  as  to  the 
execution,  by  order  of  the  said  James  Boodle,  then  acting  as  such 
■ttomey.     And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  on  Wednesday  last,  the 
5th  day  of  July  instant,  at  about  one  of  the  clock  in  the  aflemoon,  he, 
the  said  Augustus  Newton,  was  in  his  own  dwelling-house,  of  which  he 
was  then  the  sole  tenant  at  will,  called  St.  Paul's  Cottage,  aforesaid,  situ- 
ate within  his  own  grounds,  surrounded  by  a  high  wall  and  paling,  when 
George  Wilson,  the  person  mentioned  in  the  annexed  copy  warrant, 
nho  is  not  one  of  the  bound  officers  of  the  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  but 
was  sppointed  for  the  purpose  of  such  occasion  only,  at  the  special  in- 
rtince  and  peril  of  the  said  plaintiff,  scaled  the  said  paling  with  two 
■wstants,  with  a  pistol  in  hand,  which  this  deponent  is  informed  and 
▼erily  believes  was  then  loaded  with  powder  and  three  slugs,  for  the  pur- 
pMe  of  assassinating  this  deponent  if  opportunity  had  offered.     And  this 
deponent  further  saith,  that  his  said  house  was  in  every  part  then  per- 
fectly fast  and  secure;  that  there  are  two  outer-doors  to  the  same,  both  of 
vliich  were  well  secured,  this  deponent  being  apprehensive  of  an  arrest 
for  debt,  and  confining  himself  to  his  said  dwelling-house  on  that  account. 
And  this  deponent  further  saith,  that  the  said  George  Wilson  demanded 
admittance,  as  he  said,  to  execute  a  warrant  against  this  deponent,  which 
demand  was  refused  by  this  deponent's  wife,  Lsetitia  Francis  Newton ; 
^  the  said  George  Wilson  then  said,  '^  I  will  break  in  if  you  do  not  let 
^^in."    That  admittance  was  still  peremptorily  refused  by  order  of  this 
deponent;  that  then  the  said  George  Wilson  renewed  his  threats,  and 
"''•de  efforts  to  break  the  front-hall- door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  which 
'^■^dsuch  efforts ;   that  he  then  went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back- 
lotchen  of  deponent's  said  dwelling-house,  which  is  the  onlt^  other  outer' 
Mor  of  the  same,  and  which  had  been  locked  and  well  secured  all  the 
*^  day,  and  the  key  kept  by  deponent's  said  wife ;  and  that,  by  great 
^^  and  violence,  the  said  George  Wilson  succeeded  in  breaking  away 
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1844.  ing^  would  be  receivable  in  evidence.  So,  I  submit,  that 
his  keeping  these  docnments  is  a  recognition  of  them. 
The  question  at  present  is  not  as  to  the  weight  of  the  eri- 
dence,  but  as  to  its  admissibility. 

Atcherlet^  Serjt.,  said  that  he  thought  the  receipti 
were  admissible,  but  that  he  would  consult  the  Lord  Clnef 
Justice  Tindal,  and,  having  done  so,  said :  ''  I  have  oon- 
ferred  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  he  also  thinki 
that  these  receipts  are  receivable  in  evidence,  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  produced  from  the  custody  of  the  te- 
nant ;  and  that,  as  they  are  produced  firom  the  custody  of 
the  tenant,  this  could  not  have  been  a  making  of  evidence 
by  Mary  Phillips  in  her  own  favour.  If  these  receipts  htd 
come  from  the  custody  of  Mary  Phillips,  they  might  not 
have  been  receivable  in  evidence.'' 

The  receipts  were  read  in  evidence,  as  were  receipts  pro- 
duced under  precisely  similar  circumstances,  which  were 
signed  by  Mary  Phillips  the  younger,  and  were  for  rent 
from  1809  to  1815. 

A  notice  to  quit  the  property, — dated  the  21st  of  March, 
1808,  signed  by  Mary  Phillips  and  Ann  Smith,  addressed  to 
Mr.  Joseph  Tansell, — and  a  lease  of  the  property  for  three 
years  to  Mr.  Joseph  Tansell,  purporting  to  have  been  made 
to  him  in  April,  1808,  by  Mary  Phillips  the  younger  and 
Ann  Smith,  but  executed  by  the  latter  and  Mr.  Joacpk 
Tansell  only, — found  among  his  papers  at  his  death  by  hi* 
nephew,  were  offered  in  evidence. 

Atcherley,  Serjt. — ^These  fall  within  the  same  rule  »• 
the  receipts. 

The  notice  to  quit  and  lease  were  given  in  evidence. 

The  defence  was,  that,  in  the  year  1791,  Mary  Phillip 
the  elder  had  conveyed  away  the  property  in  queation  oj 


In  the  ensuing  term^  Talfourd,  Seijt.^  applied  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  a  rule  to  restrict  the  verdict  to 
a  part  of  the  property  only,  or  for  a  new  trial  on  grounds 
not  at  all  afFecting  the  points  of  law  above  reported.  The 
Court  granted  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 
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a  deed,  and,  if  that  deed  was  a  genuine  and  valid  deed,  it  1844. 
was  conceded  that  the  property  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  not  to  any  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  and  evi- 
dence was  also  given  to  shew  that  William  Phillips  the 
elder  had  bought  only  a  part  of  the  property  from  Ni- 
cholas Greary,  and  that,  with  respect  to  the  residue  of  it, 
the  legal  estate  was  in  the  trustee  of  an  outstanding  term, 
who  was  not  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  reply,  it  was  contended,  that  Mary  Phillips,  when  she 
executed  the  deed  of  1791,  had  been  imposed  upon,  and  had 
executed  the  deed  believing  it  to  be  a  deed  for  some  other 
purpose. 

The  jury  were  of  that  opinion,  and  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

TFhatelejfj  W.  J.  Alexander ,  and  J.  W.  Smith,  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  Godson,  and  John  Gray,  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

[Attomies — Jonet  ^  Co,,  and  Oldaker  ^  Co,'] 
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{Craum  Side). 

BEFOKE   LORD   CHIEF  JUSTICE   TINDAL. 


Jul^  23rd.  Reoina  V.  Thomas  Cox. 

An  indictment  iiARCENY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted   for  steafing 

for  Iftrcenv 

which  charges  "  three  eggs,  of  the  value  of  twopence^  of  the  goods  and 

iSnlr^stofe""  chattels  of  Samuel  Harris/' 

of 'th*^*'  ^^^''  f  ^^^  ^^^8  stolen  were  the  eggs  of  a  guinea-fowl. 

twopence,  of 

the  goods  and  TiNDAL,  C.  J.— The  indictment  is  insuflScient.  It  should 

chattels  of 

s.  H.,"  is  bad,  have  stated  what  sort  of  eggs  were  stolen.    For  aught  tbt 

thespecies'of  &ppears  OH  this  indictment^  the  eggs  stolen  might  hiie 

doS'iioVsh'w*^  ^^^^  adder's  eggs,  or  some  other  species  of  eggs  which 

that  the  eggs  cannot  be  the  subject  of  larceny. 

stolen  might 
not  be  such  as 

are  not  the  sub-  His  Lordship  directed  an  acquittal. 


ject  of  larceny. 


Verdict — ^Not  guilty  (a). 
Huddleston,  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney — Browning.'] 
(a)  See  the  case  of  Beg,  y.  /lilen,  post,  p.  495. 


July  2Zrd,       Reqina  V.  JoHN  SiLLs^  Oeoroe  Fellows,  and  JaV» 

Johnson. 

A.  and  B.  were  JjURQLARY. — ^The  prisoners  were  indicted  for  havinj 
burglary  and  ou  the  8th  of  March^  1844^  burglariously  broken  and  en- 
parf  oTlhe^  tcrcd  the  dwelUng-house  of  Anne  Wilks,  situate  at  Yirf- 
stolen  property  jgy  ^^d  stolcu  therein  cloaks,  necklaces.  workboxeSi  »o^ 

was  found  m  "^ 

the  house  of      other  articles. 

each  of  the  pri- 

soners : — Held, 

that  the  wife  of  A.  was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  she  took  toB.'s  house  the  stdeop'^ 

perty  that  was  found  there. 
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Evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  a  part  of  the  stolen        1844. 
^ropertj  was  found  in  the  house  of  each  of  the  prisoners. 

Huddleston,  for  the  prisoners^  proposed  to  call  the  wife 
f  the  prisoner  Sills^  as  a  witness  for  the  prisoner  Fellows^ 
>  prove  that  she  brought  to  Fellows's  house  that  part  of 
iie  stolen  property  which  was  found  there. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  she  is  a  competent  witness  for 
iiat  purpose. 

The  witness  was  examined. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoners  Guilty. 
IF.  A.  HiU,  for  the  prosecution. 
Huddlestonf  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — Gem,  and  Rea,'] 


Regina  v.  William  Allen.  JuIi^  24  th. 

'»llSDEMEANOUR. — The  indictment  charged,  that  the  An  indictment 
'tfendant,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  "  in  and  upon  a  certain  animal  which*descr^be8 
rfled  a  bitch  unlawfully  and  wickedly  did  lay  his  hands,"  |1**  ■"^™"^  " 
'ith  intent  feloniously  to   commit  bestiality  *'  with  the  animal  called 
•id  animal,  and  then  and  there  unlawfollj  and  wickedly  sufficiently  cer. 
W  attempt  feloniously,  &c.  carnally  to  know  the  said  ani-  |he"femai^'f 

Hfl^^  j^^  foxes  and  some 

other  ani  mala 
are  called 

Suddieston,  for  the  defendant. — ^I  submit  that  this  in-  a,  thrfemaie  of 
l>ctm»nt  is  bad,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  describe  ^^^  ^^' 
^  animal  with  sufficient  certainty.    In  the  case  oi  Regina 
^«  (kMC  {a),  your  Lordship  held^  that,  in  an  indictment  for 

(a)  Ante,  p.  494. 
K  K  2 
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stealing  eggs^  the  description  ''  three  eggs ''  was  not  suffi- 
cient^ without  stating  what  species  of  eggs  they  were.  So^ 
here^  the  term  '^  bitch''  may  mean  a  female  dog,  or  it  may 
be  a  bitch  fox^  a  bitch  otter,  or  the  bitch  of  some  other  ani- 
mal; and  all  indictments  should  be  certain^  so  as  to  enaUe 
a  prisoner  to  plead  autrefois  acquit. 


Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — I  think  this  indictment  quite  suffide&t, 
and  that  the  description  of  the  animal  is  sufficient.  In  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Cox  the  eggs  stolen  might  (consistenlfy 
with  every  thing  that  was  stated  in  the  indictment)  hais 
been  the  eggs  of  some  animal,  the  eggs  of  which  ooaU 
not  be  the  subject  of  hurceny. 

Huddlesion  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant. 


Verdict— Not  guiltf. 


Beadon,  for  the  prosecution. 
Huddleston,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attornies — Boycot  ^  Lucy,  and  ffairj] 


Ju'y  24M. 


M.  was  de- 
livered of  a 
child  at  the 
house  at  which 
A.  and  B.  re- 
sided, they 


Regina  v.  Joseph  David  March  and  Makt  BransM* 

Attempt  to  murder.— The  first  count  of  the  indict- 
ment charged^  that  the  defendants  *'  in  and  upon  a  ee^ 
tain  male  child  of  one  Anne  Milne^  of  tender  age^  to  wi^ 
of  the  age  of  forty-eight  hours,  and  not  named/'  did  mib 
Ihe'chiid  wa??o  an  assault,  and  that  they  placed  the  child  in  a  bag,  w* 
be  taken  to  an    suspended  the  bag  from  certain  pales,  and  left  the  diM 

institution  to  be  *^  ^  r         f 

nursed.  A.  and  exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  and  therebj  tt- 
chiid  from  the    tempted  to  murder  the  child.    The  second  count  was  nmi- 

house,  and  put 

it  into  a  bag, 

and  hung  the  bag  with  the  child  in  it  on  some  park-palings  at  tlie  side  of  a  foot-path,  and  (ko* 

left  it  i-^Heldf  that  this  was  an  assault  on  the  child. 
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I;  charged  an  attempt  to  murder  the  child  by  star- 

The  third  count  charged  the  placing  of  the  child 

bag^  and  hanging  the  bag  on  the  pales^  as  an  as- 

) ;  and  the  fourth  count  was  for  a  common  assault. 


1844. 


he  first  count  of  the  indict- 
I  in  the  following  form  : — 
(terihire, )  The  jurors  for 
rit.  J  our    lady    the 

ipon  their  oath  present, 
ph  DaTid  March,  late  of 
b  of  Kingsnorton,  in  the 
f  Worcester,  surgeon,  and 
ranston,  late  of  the  same 
igle  woman,  on  the  20th 
[ay,  1844,  with  force  and 
:he  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
(foresaid,  in  and  upon  a 
male  child  of  one  Anne 
r  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the 
nrty-eight  hours,  and  not 
in  the  peace  of  God  and 
lady  the  Queen  then  and 
ig,  unlawfully  did  make  an 
and  that  the  said  Joseph 
Arch  and  Mary  Branston 

there  unlawfully  did  put 
i  the  said  male  child  in  a 
Mig,  and  the  said  male 
put  and  placed  in  the  said 
then  and  there  unlawfully 
md  place  on  certain  pales, 
d  and  heing  in  a  certain 
ftd  and  highway  there,  and 

there  did  unlawfully  and 
ly  leave,  abandon,  and 
!ie  said  child  to  the  culd 
lemency  of  the  weather 
mfficient  and  proper  cloth- 
ver  and  protect  the  body 
dd  child  with  intent  him 
male  child,  thereby  then 
)  feloniously,  wilfully,  and 
aalice  aforethought,  to  kill 
ler ;  and  did  thereby  then 
re  tmlawiuny  and  inhu- 


manly attempt  and  endeavour  the 
said  male  child  then  and  there  fe- 
loniously, wilfully,  and  of  their  ma- 
lice aforethought,  to  kill  and  mur- 
der, against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dig- 
nity." 

The  second  count  was  exactly 
similar  to  the  first  count  to  the 
asterisk,  and  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows : — 

"  And  that  the  said  Joseph  Da- 
vid March  and  Mary  Branston, 
then  and  there  having  the  said  male 
child  in  their  custody,  power,  and 
possession,  and  then  and  there 
wickedly  contriving  to  deprive  the 
said  child  of  his  life  by  starvation 
and  the  want  of  food  and  nourish- 
ment necessary  for  the  sustenance 
and  support  of  the  body  of  the  said 
child,  did  then  and  there  unlaw- 
fully and  inhumanly  put,  place, 
leave,  abandon,  and  expose  the  said 
child  in  a  certain  open  and  public 
highway  there,  (the  said  child  being 
then  and  there  unable  to  protect  or 
take  care  of  himself),  with  intent 
thereby  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, to  kill  and  murder  the 
said  child;  and  did  thereby  then 
and  there  unlawfully  and  inhu- 
manly attempt  and  endeavour  the 
said  male  child  then  and  there  fe- 
loniously, wilfully,  and  of  their  ma- 
lice aforethought,  to  kill  and  mur- 
der, against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 
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Fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth  oounts,  like  the  fint  four, 
except  that  the  chiU  was  described  as  ''a  certain  chili  of 
the  said  Anne  Milne^  of  tender  age^  to  wit,  of  the  sge  of 
forty-eight  hours^  whose  name  is  to  the  junMrs  aforesaid  lUr 
known/'  Ninth,  tenth,  eleventh,  and  twelfth  counts,  exacdf 
similar  to  the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth,  but  onife- 
ting  the  words  "  of  the  said  Anne  Milne/' 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  March  resided  in 
street,  Bordeslej,  near  Birmingham,  and  dispensed 
cines,  and  also  practised  as  a  surgeon,  the  other  defendsak 
living  with  him ;  and  that  Anne  Milne,  who  eame  to  die 
defendant  March's  house  for  her  accouchement,  wss^  on 
Saturday,  the  18th  of  May,  1844,  delivered  of  a  male  child, 
which  the  defendants  told  her  was  to  be  taken  to  a  nmseiy 
or  institution  to  be  brought  up.     It  further  appeared,  tiiat 
at  about  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  on  Monday,  the 
20th  of  May,  1844,  the  defendants  left  their  home  wiA 
the  child,  and  were  seen  by  a  witness  named  Dingley,  at 
between  two  and  three  o'clock  on  the  same  afternoon,  psn- 
ing  along  a  foot-path  leading  from  the  Aloester  tampik^ 
road,  by  the  side  of  Moseley-park,  to  Edgbaston-lane,  ui 
that  soon  after  that,  this  witness  saw  hung  from  the  pafiog 
at  the  side  of  the  foot-path  a  coarse  linen  bag,  about  two 
feet  deep,  and  fifteen  inches  wide,  which  hung  upon  oae 
of  the  pales  by  two  holes  made  in  the  upper  part  o(  the 


and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity." 

The  third  count  was  precisely 
similar  to  the  first  count  to  the 
asterisk,  and  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows : — 

**  And  that  the  said  Joseph  Da- 
vid March  and  Mary  Branston  with 
their  hands  then  and  there  did  put 
and  place  the  said  child  in  a  certain 
hag,  and  did  then  and  there  suspend 
and  hang  the  said  bag  with  the 
said  chil4  therein  as  aforessid  on 


certain  pales,  then  fixed  and  bdm 
10  a  certain  public  highway  tbnc^ 
and  did  then  and  there  unlawfoll^ 
and  inhumanly  leave,  desert,  sfid 
abandon  the  said  child,  so  beiog  in 
the  said  bag,  hanging  on  the  Mi4 
pales  as  aforesaid,  in  the  higbv^ 
there,  the  said  male  child  beiog  of 
such  tender  age  aa  aforesaid,  ui 
unable  to  take  care  of  himself,  to 
the  manifest  danger  of  the  liie  of 
the  said  male  child,  and  against  tin 
peace  of  our  said  lady  the  QaecBi 
her  crown  and  d^nitj." 


i 
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bag.  This  bag  contained  a  child^  and  some  pieces  of  old  1844. 
dothy  which  had  formed  part  of  a  coat.  It  was  proved  by 
a  superintendent  of  police^  named  OriflBths^  that  he  took 
the  defendant  March  into  custody  on  the  same  afternoon, 
when  the  defendant  March  stated  that  he  gave  the  child 
to  a  woman  named  Vincent,  who  lived  in  Bed  Lion-yard, 
and  was  a  midwife,  and  that  she  was  to  take  it  to  be 
dry-nursed  to  some  hospital;  but  the  superintendent  of 
police  stated  that  no  such  person  could  be  found.  Evi- 
dence was  also  given  to  shew  that  the  bag  in  which  the 
ehild  was  belonged  to  the  defendant  March,  and  that 
pieces  of  cloth  corresponding  with  those  found  with  the 
child  were  found  in  his  house.  It  was  further  proved  by 
Mr.  Kimberley,  a  surgeon,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  putting 
a  child  of  so  tender  age  into  a  bag,  and  then  hanging  the 
bag  on  pales,  would  be  likely  to  cause  the  death  of  the 
diild. 

Huddlestofif  for  the  defendants. — ^With  respect  to  the 
third  and  fourth  counts,  I  submit,  that,  if  there  was  con« 
sent  to  what  was  done,  there  could  be  no  assault ;  as  the 
child  was  of  so  tender  age,  the  consent  of  its  mother  might 
be  necessary,  but  here  the  defendants  had  possession  of 
the  child  by  the  consent  of  the  mother. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  mother  gave  that  consent  on  the 
fidse  pretext  that  the  child  was  to  be  taken  to  some  institu- 
tion; and  as  that  pretext  was  false,  it  was  really  no  consent. 

Keating^  for  the  prosecution. — I  do  not  understand  your 
Lordship  to  decide,  that,  if  the  mother  had  consented  to  all 
that  was  done,  there  would  have  been  no  assault  on  the 
child. 

TiNnAL,  C.  J. — I  have  not  said  that.  All  that  I  have 
said  is,  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  consent  on  the 
part  of  the  mother. 
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1844.  Huddleston  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendants,  ud 

Bmqtha       Argued  that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  any  intentkm 

^-  to  murder,  so  as  to  support  the  first  and  second  counts  (i). 

March. 

T1NDAL9  C.  J.^  (in  summing  up). — The  defendants  an 
charged  with  having  assaulted  this  child,  and  in  the  first  and 
second  counts  an  intent  to  murder  is  laid*  I  much  indine 
to  think  that  an  intent  to  murder  cannot  be  fairly  inSeml 
here ;  for  if  there  had  been  an  intention  in  the  prisonai 
to  have  murdered  this  child,  a  very  little  difference  is 
the  mode  of  packing  up  the  bag  would  have  carried  thit 
intention  into  effect.  With  respect  to  the  third  and  fourtt 
counts,  there  is  no  real  difference  in  the  charges  contained 
in  them,  and  the  taking  of  the  child  and  putting  it  into  a 
bag  was  an  assault.  The  case,  therefore,  resolves  itsdf 
into  this  question,  whether  the  defendants  are  the  person 
who  did  take  this  child  and  put  it  into  the  bag,  and  hang 
it  on  the  palings ;  but  I  think  you  may  acquit  them  on  sD 
those  counts  which  charge  an  intent  to  murder. 

The  jury  found  both  the  defendants  Guilty  on  the 
third  and  fourth  counts  of  the  indictment,  and 
Not  guilty  of  the  residue  of  the  charge. 

Keating  and  Spooner,  for  the  prosecution. 
Htuldlesian,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — H,  M.  GT\ffithMy  and  Finch  ^  JoneiJ] 
(b)  See  the  case  ofRe^.  y.  Walters,  C.&  Mar.  1S4. 


OXFORD  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  8  VICT. 


501 


Regina  t;.  BowEN. 


1844. 


July  25M. 


TMBNT  on  the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  a  count  in  an 
.    The  first  count  of  the  indictment  was  in  the  fol-  l^f  suTi  wni. 
bnn : —  *»  c.  66,  a.  20, 

which  charges 

I  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oath  pre-  that  the  pri. 
at  John  Bowen,  late  of  the  parish  of  Pirton,  in  the  JlJ^/y  andwU- 
)f  Worcester,  labourer,  on  the  31st  day  of  July,  a.  d.  -^"^^  ^'aJaJ^ 
ith  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  of  Pirton  afore-  and  injure**  ti 
the  county  aforesaid,  feloniously  and  wilfully  did  is  not  bad  for ' 

duplicity,  and 
it  is  not  neces- 
sary in  such  a  count  to  allege  a  icienter. 
ring  off  a  part  of  a  leaf  of  a  parish  register-book,  on  which  part  of  the  leaf  is  written 
baptisms,  &c.r  by  which  tearing  the  portion  of  the  leaf  torn  off  is  entirely  detached 
KK>k,  is  a  felony  within  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  66 f  s.  20,  although  the  portion  of  the 
torn  off  be  afterwards  pasted  into  the  book,  so  that  all  the  entries  are  as  legible  as 

T,  in  a  case  of  felony  not  capital,  a  judgment  against  a  y^risoner  on  a  demurrer  to 
nent  is  conclusive  against  him,  as  in  misdemeanour,  and  whether  the  prisoner  being 
he  felony  after  a  judgment  against  him  on  demurrer  is  confined  to  capital  cases— 


Y  which  it  is  enacted, 
r  any  person  shall  know- 
¥rilfully  insert,  or  cause  or 
be  inserted,  in  any  register 
nt,  marriages,  or  burials, 
th  been  or  shall  be  made 
y  the  rector,  vicar,  curate, 
ing  minister  of  any  parish, 
irish,  or  chapelry,  in  £n- 
y  false  entry  of  any  mat- 
ag  to  any  baptism,  mar- 
burial,  or  shall  forge  or 
my  such  register,  any  en- 
y  matter  relating  to  any 
marriage,  or  burial,  or 
it  any  writing  as  and  for 
'an  entry  in  any  such  re- 
any  matter  relating  to 
ism,  marriage,  or  burial, 
•uch  writing  to  be  false, 
r  altered,  or  if  any  person 
T  any  entry  in  any  such 
of  any  matter  relating  to 


any  baptism,  marriage,  or  burial, 
knowing  such  entry  to  be  false, 
forged,  or  altered,  or  shall  utter  any 
copy  of  such  entry,  knowing  such 
entry  to  be  false,  forged,  or  alter- 
ed, or  shall  wilfully  destroy,  de- 
face, or  injure,  or  cause  or  per- 
mit to  be  destroyed,  defaced,  or 
injured,  any  such  register,  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  shall  forge  or  al- 
ter, or  shall  utter,  knowing  the 
same  to  be  forged  or  altered,  any 
license  of  marriage,  every  such  of- 
fender shall  be  guilty  of  felony, 
and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall 
be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the 
seas  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not 
less  than  seven  years,  or  to  be  im- 
prisoned for  any  term  not  exceed, 
ing  four  years,  nor  less  than  two 
years." 
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1844.  destroy,  deface,  and  injure  [a  certain  register  of  baptismi, 
marriages,  and  burials,  to  wit,  the  register  of  baptisms,  mv- 
riages,  and  burials  of  the  parish  of  Croome  d'Abitot,  in  the 
said  county  of  Worcester,]  which  said  register  then,  to  vi^ 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  destroying,  defacing,  and  in- 
juring thereof  as  aforesaid,  was  there,  to  wit,  at  the  pnriik 
of  Pirton  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  kept  by  and  in 
the  custody  of  the  Rev.  William  Lister  Isaac,  clerk,  then 
and  there  being  the  rector  of  the  said  parish  of  CrooM 
d'Abitot,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  snch  case  madi 
and  provided,''  &c.  The  second  count  was  precisely  simi- 
lar to  the  first,  except  that,  instead  of  the  words  between 
the  brackets,  were  the  following :  "  a  certain  part,  to  wift, 
one  leaf  of  a  certain  register  of  baptisms,  marriages,  sad 
burials,  to  wit,  of  the  register  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and 
burials  of  the  parish  of  Croome  d'Abitot  aforesaid,  in  Ae 
county  aforesaid."  TTurd  and  fourth  counts,  similar  to  tke 
first  and  second,  but  stating  the  register  to  be  '^  kqit  hj 
and  in  the  custody  of  the  Rev.  Henry  Cornelius  Hart,  el&k^ 
then  and  there  being  curate  of  the  said  parish  of  Croome 
d'Abitot."  Fifth  and  sixth  counts,  like  the  first  and  se- 
cond, but  stating  the  register  to  be  ''  kept  by  and  in  tlie 
custody  of  the  then  officiating  minister  of  the  said  parish 
of  Croome  d'Abitot."  The  indictment  contained  six  simi- 
lar counts  stating  the  register  to  be  a  register  of  bap- 
tisms, six  similar  counts  stating  it  to  be  a  register  of  mar- 
riages,  and  six  similar  counts  stating  it  to  be  a  register  of 
burials. 

When  the  prisoner  was  called  upon  to  plead  to  this  ia- 
dictment,  F.  V,  Lee,  for  the  prisoner,  proposed  to  demur 
specially  to  it  (A). 

{b)  The  demurrer  waB  in  the  and  having  heard  the  said  in^ 

following  form  : — ^*  And    the  said  ment  read,  saith,  that  the  aid  is- 

John  Bowen,  in  his  own  proper  dictment,  and  the  matters  tberda 

person,    cometh    into  court  here,  contained,  in  manner  and  fonn  ^ 
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kh,  C.  J. — This  is  not  a  capital  case ;  you  therefore 
bound  by  your  demurrer,  and  may  not  be  allowed 
I  over. 
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I  over. 

are  therein  itated  and  set 
6  not  sufficient  in  law; 
he  the  said  John  Bowen 
iind  by  law  to  answer  the 
iud  the  said  John  Bowen 
the  said  indictment,  and 
,  avery  count  thereof,  is 
It,  among  other  things,  in 
wit,  that  the  said  John 
1  in  each  and  erery  count 
id  indictment  indicted  for 
ged  with  more  than  one 
in  that  each  and  every 
he  said  indictment  charges 
fohn  Bowen  with  destroy- 
also  with  injuring,  and 
I  defacing  the  respective 
or  part  of  a  register  there- 
med ;  and  in  that  the  said 
it  is  otherwise  inform- 
efective;  and  this  he  is 
t  verify.  Therefore,  for 
a  sufficient  indictment  in 
df,  the  said  John  Bowen 
Igmenti  and  that  hy  the 
Te  he  may  be  dismissed 
larged  from  the  said  pre- 
ihe  said  indictment  spe- 

igned)  £.  Yardley." 
:h.  Cr.  PI.,  p.  53,  it  is  said, 
1  actions  the  usual  mode 
iqg  to  pleadings  for  du- 
by  special  demurrer ;  it  is 
general  demurrer,  or  by 
idant's  pleading  error.  In 
cases  the  defendant  may 
»  it  by  special  demurrer, 
i^n  a  general  demurrer; 
)urt  in  general,  upon  ap- 
,  will  quash   the    indict- 


ment ;  but  it  is  extremely  doubtful 
if  it  can  be  made  the  subject  of  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  of 
a  writ  of  error ;  and  it  is  cured  by 
a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  one  of  the 
offences,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the 
other." 

But  it  is  laid  down  by  Mr.  Chitty, 
(I  Ch.  Cr.  L.  253),  that,  "in  cases 
of  felony,  no  more  than  one  dis- 
tinct offence  or  criminal  transaction 
at  one  time  should  regularly  be 
charged  upon  the  prisoner  in  one 
indictment,  because,  if  that  should 
be  shewn  to  the  Court  before  plea, 
they  will  quash  the  indictment,  lest 
it  should  confound  the  prisoner  in 
his  defence,  or  prejudice  him  in  his 
challenge  to  the  jury."  **  And  if 
they  do  not  discover  it  until  after- 
wards, they  may  compel  the  prose- 
cutor to  elect  on  which  charge  he 
will  proceed.  But  this  is  only  mat- 
ter of  prudence  and  discretion, 
which  it  rests  with  the  judge  to 
exercise.  For,  in  point  of  law,  there 
is  no  objection  to  the  insertion 
of  several  distinct  felonies  of  the 
same  degree,  though  committed  at 
different  times,  in  the  same  in- 
dictment, against  the  same  offender, 
and  it  is  no  ground  either  of  de- 
murrer or  arrest  of  judgment;" 
and  for  this  Mr.  Chitty  cites  3  T.  R. 
105;  2  Ea.  P.  C.  515;  2  Camp. 
131  ;  3  Camp.  132;  Cro.  C.C.41 ; 
Burn,  J.,  **  Indictment,"  iv;  2 
H.  P.  C.  173  ;  2  Leach,  H03.  And 
Mr.  Starkie  says,  (1  Stark.  Cr. 
PI.  39),  **  If  several  felonies  be 
charged  against  a  prisoner  in  the 


5M 


CA3S  CHT  THE 


F.  r.  Lee.— I 


tktt  in  this 


the  prisoner 


fcr  tiie  fMuamiliup, — ^It  is  certainly  not 


C 

c  y  wiLfldi  v«s  tried  it 
L  Mr.  Justice  P^tl 
to  pkad  oTcr,  and  that 


tlie 


WIS  a  case 


of  Regmm  t.  Av"- 
V  and  in  which  I  wu 
[y  held  the  party  en- 

of  embesalement 


TixDAL,  C.  J. — ^It  is  a  Torr  donhtfid  point.     I  giro  no 


It  a  BO 
estber  cpcti  otmcnrt  cr  in  aireit 
of  Jo^ownt,  &r  oci  ^e  £b»  of  an 
indicsaoes:  er^ir  d  stmet  cvxmc  ixD-> 
potti  to  go  for  a  dutznct  offence.** 
In  the  case  of  Ttmmfr.  Bex,  3  T. 
R.  105,  Mr.  JiBd»l{a£'«r  saji^  ^' In 
mudemeanoan^  ^e  case  in  Bnr- 
rov  [/r^x  T.  BemJltU,  2  Burr.  980] 
shevs  that  it  is  no  objection  to  an 
indictment,  that  it  contains  sere- 
ral  charges.     The  case  of  felonies 
admits  of  a  different  consideration ; 
but  eren  in  sach  cases  it  b  no  ob- 
jection in  this  stage  of  the  proaecn- 
tion  [i.  e.  on  writ  of  error].  On  the 
face  of  an  indictment,  CTery  count 
imports  to  be  for  a  different  offence, 
and  is  charged  as  at  different  times ; 
and  it  does  not  appear  on  the  re- 
cord whether  the  offences  are  or 
are  not  distinct.     But  if  it  appear, 
before  the  defendant  has  pleaded  or 
the  jur}'  are  charged,  that  he  is  to 
be  tried  for  separate  offences,  it  has 
been  the  practice  of  the  judges  to 
quash  the  indictment,  lest  it  should 
confound  the  prisoner  in  his  de- 
fence, or  prejudice  him  in  his  chal- 


lenge of  the  jvj;'*  *'biit  these  m 
ool J  matters  of  pmdence  and  &■ 
cretKMi.    If  the  judge  who  triei^ 
pTBoner  does  not  discorer  it  in  tiac^ 
I  diink  he  maj  pot  the  prosecutor  to 
make  his  election  oo  which  chaise 
he  win.proceed.    I  did  it  at  the  hit 
njMons  at  the  Old  BaOcj,  and  hope 
diat  in  exercising  that  discreCmi, 
I  did  not  infringe  on  anj  rak  cf 
law  or  justice.    But  if  the  case  hii 
gone  to  the  length  of  a  Terdict,i(  ii 
no  objection  in  arrest  of  judgmeDl 
If  it  were,  it  would  orertum  emj 
indictment  which  contains  leTenl 
counts.**     In  the  same  case,  Kr. 
Justice  Grose  sajs,  **  I  am  dculf 
of  opinion  that  it  is  no  oljectiaB 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  in* 
dictment  charges  several  ofienea 
The  different  counts  in  the  indict- 
ment always  state  the  offenoei  tt 
separate;  and  if  this  objection  were 
to  prevail,  every  indictment  wfaidi 
contains  two  counts  must  be  b^d. 
It  is  no  objection  even  in  the  etuitf 
feloniesy  still  less  is  it  so  in  misde- 
meanours.*' 
(e)  C.  &Mar.  617. 
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Igment.    I  only  forewarn  the  counsel  that  they  may  be         1844. 
Lcluded  by  the  demurrer. 

P.  F.  Lee, — ^We  had  thought^  after  the  cases  of  Regina  v. 
c^  {d)  and  Begina  v.  Adams  {e),  that  this  point  had  been 
ndedy  but  your  Lordship  having  expressed  a  doubt  upon 
will  withdraw  the  demurrer  (/). 


*rhe  demurrer  was  withdrawn^  and  the  prisoner  pleaded^ 
ot  guilty. 

It  was  stated  by  the  witnesses^  that  the  prisoner  was  em- 
lojed  **  in  getting  up  the  pedigree  of  Mr.  John  Wood/' 
ho  claimed  to  be  heir-at-law  of  the  late  Mr.  James  Wood 
'Gloucester^  and  that  the  prisoner  called  on  three  several 
cations  to  search  the  register  of  the  parish  of  Croome 
Abitot ;  and  on  the  last  occasion,  whilst  Mr.  Hart^  the 
irate,  was  looking  into  the  iron  chest  for  a  register-book 
*  Pirton  parish,  (which  for  some  purposes  is  united  to 
roome  d' Abitot),  the  prisoner  tore  off  the  lower  por- 
i>n  of  one  of  the  leaves  of  the  parish  register  of  Croome 
Abitot,  the  part  of  the  leaf  which  was  torn  off  being  en- 
lely  separated  from  the  residue. 

{i)  Car.  &  M.  190.  right  to  challenge  peremptorily  is  a 

(t)  Id.  299.  privilege  infavorem  vita.  But  Ba- 

(/)  In  the  case  of  Gray  v.  The  ron  Parke  was  of  opinion  that  the 

y  (in  error),  in  the  House  of  peremptory  challenge  of  the  jurors 


Olds,  September  2nd,  1844,  Tin-  ought  to  be  disallowed  in  that  case 

d,  C.  J.,  PoUoekf  C.  B,  Patieson,  as  being   a  privilege  in  favorem 

.,  WUiiami,  J.,  Coliman^  J.,  and  vita  only ;  that  the  privilege  ceased 

F^A/flMifi,   J.,  were  of   opinion,  when   the   offence  for  which  the 

lat  a  prisoner    indicted   on  the  person  was  tried   was  no    longer 

at.  1  Vict.  0.85,  for  shooting  with  capital.    Tlie  House  of  Lords,  how- 

ittnt  to  murder,  was  entitled  to  ever,  acted  upon  the  opinion  of  the 

ballenge  jurors  peremptorily,  al-  majority  of  the  judges,  and  decided 

loogb  the  offence  of  shooting  with  that  the  prisoner  was  in  that  case 

Itcnt  to  murder  is  not  capitol,  and  entitled  to  challenge  peremptorily, 

otwithttanding  the  statement  of  although  he  was  not  charged  with 

Mit  of  the  text-writers,  that  the  a  capital  offence.                           , 


506 


1944. 


CASltS  ON  THE 

The  page  of  the  register-bod^  wbich  was  torn  wm  ii 
follows : — 


Bur.  George  Sunnan,  July  6th«  1741. 

The  Rer.  Mr.  Brian  Harding,  Rect.  of  this  Parish,  was  buiicd 

Oct-  y«  10th,  1741. 

Oct^-4th,  1741,  /John  Rawlins  &  Iiahel  Thomasoo  were  mt^ 

rj*d  pr.  Licence 
Dec^-  l^d^  1741,  Thomas,  son  of  Richd.  &  Elisabeth  Ran,  wh 

baptixed. 
Dec^-  27th,  George,  son  of  John  &  Mary  Lyes,  was  bsptii^d 

1741. 
JanT-  12th,  1741,  Mary  Fenial  was  hory'd. 
Fehar-   7th,  1741,  John,  loo  of  Solomon  &  Ann    Kirhy,  wm 

baptix*d. 
FebJ-  19th,  The  same  John  was  bury'd. 


By  the  tearing  of  the  leaf^  aU  that  part  of  it  which  is 
below  the  dotted  line  had  been  completelj  detached  fiom 
the  book,  that  part  which  is  above  the  dotted  line  bong 
left  in  the  book^  and  still  forming  part  of  it. 

When  the  book  was  produced  at  the  trial,  the  portion  d 
the  leaf  which  had  been  torn  off  had  been  pasted  to  the 
remaining  portion  in  the  book,  and  the  whole  was  as  legi- 
ble as  it  was  before  the  leaf  had  been  torn. 

To  prove  that  the  prisoner  had  torn  the  leaf  of  the  regis- 
ter-book wilfully,  evidence  was  given  that  he  had  been  se- 
veral times  at  the  registry  of  the  Bishop  of  Worcester,  and 
from  that  registry  the  transcript  of  the  Croome  d^Abitot 
register  for  the  year  1741  was  produced;  and  it  was  im- 
puted on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  that  that  transcript 
had  been  altered  so  as  to  suit  the  pedigree  of  Mr.  John 
Wood,  and  that  the  prisoner's  object  in  destroying  a  pert 
of  this  leaf  of  the  Croome  d'Abitot  register  was,  that  this 
transcript  should  become  good  secondary  evidence  in  sap* 
Qort  of  that  pedigree. 
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The  transcript  which  was  given  in  evidence  was  as  fol- 
bws: — 

An  account  of  all  the  Chiiatenings,  Weddings,  and  Burials  that  were 
En  the  Parish  of  Cromb  d'Abbitot,  in  the  county  and  diocese  of  Worces- 
tar,  in  the  year  one  thoosand  seven  hundred  and  forty-one,  taken  from 
the  register  book  belonging  to  the  said  parish. 

Baptized. 
B9^   13,  Thomas,  the  son  of  Richard  Ran  and  Elizabeth  his  wife. 

27,  George,  the  son  of  John  Lyes  and  Mary  his  wife. 
FebT*    7,  Jo}^,  the  son  of  Solomon  Kerby  and  Anne  his  wife. 

Marry  ed. 
Ot^     4,  Ralph  Watson,  of  the  parish  of  Woodstock,  in  the  county  of 
Oxford,  and  Mary  Wood,  of  Pitchcomb  in  the  county  of 
Gloucester. 

Buryed. 
Oet»-    10.  The  Rev.  Mr.  Brian  Harding,  Rect.  of  this  Parish. 
J«ni.  12,  Mary  Femal. 
•Feby*   19,  John,  the  son  of  Solomon  and  Anne  Kerby. 

Examined  by  me,  April  20,  1 742,  T.  Thomas,  Curate. 
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Attested  by  us. 


William  Thorneloe,  1  churchwardent. 
Thomas  Buckle,         J 


1844. 


The  defence  was,  that  the  prisoner  had  torn  the  leaf  of 
*h)e  register  by  accident. 

rPiNDAL,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 

^liether  this  was  a  mere  accidental  destruction  of  this  part 

>T  the  register,  or  whether  it  was  done  by  the  prisoner  wil- 

!^y  and  with  a  sinister  motive^  in  order  to  make  that 

^^vidence,  which,  unless  the  original  register  were  destroyed, 

i^ever  could  be  used  at  all. 

Verdict — Guilty. 


F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  prisoner. — ^This  indictment  is  founded 
on  the  20th  section  of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  by  which 
it  is  enacted,  {inter  alia),  "  That,  if  any  person  shall  wilfully 
ieitrog,  drface,  or  infure,  or  cause  or  permit  to  be  destroyed, 
deboed,  or  injured,  any  such  register  or  any  part  thereof,'' 
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UiMi  is^  axj  it»fitier  of  faairtisiiity  marriages,  or  burialiof 
&I3T  pLnsl.  kc^  cr  but  part  tliereaf  )4  erery  such  offender 
fjJkU  be  rcihr  of  feioDT^  and  may  be  transported  or  impi- 
KmciL  Ndv,  I  snbmits^^Erif,  that  this  was  neither  a  deitraj- 
izkf  aor  oebdii^iiar  injiiniig  of  the  lister,  or  any  piit 
of  ii.  irhlin  ibe  Twning  of  this  enactment,  inasmudi  ai 
the  lygwgar,  as  i:  isDow  prodooedy  has  the  torn  piece  pasted 
to  ixit  x«adne  of  die  lea^  and  is  quite  as  legible  as  befiDie. 
Sec:m£hy  I  sabmiT^  t^at  the  indictment  is  bad,  becansei  k 
eT*«nr  coani.  ii  dxaiges  three  distinct  and  separate  offenoo^ 
naiaeJT,  iLe  deferring,  the  de&icing,  and  the  injuring  cl 
this  Tt^3&cT,  cmA  of  these  being  a  separate  felony.  And, 
tMrdl^.  I  sazbniit,  that  tiie  indictment  onght  to  have  oos- 
tained  an  alksaDon,  that  tiie  offence  was  committed  sciai- 


ti 


TixuxL.  C.  J^  rKcrred  all  the  three  points  for  the  opm< 
ion  of  the  fiiVeen  judges^  and  sentenced  the  prisoner  to 
be  transported  for  aerai  years. 

T*:ivmrd^  Seijt^  fT.  J.  Alexmmier,  and  Keating,  for  tbe 


F.  r.  Let.  E.  Yardky,  and  /.  IT.  Stmiih,  for  the  pn- 
soner. 

^/mb  f-  Ck  .u^  and  Ei^.-] 


Am*.  16^     Bcroac  Loan  duxmax,  c.  j.,  tixdal,  c.  j.,  pollock,  c.B.f     > 

r^asE,  B.,  oraxET.  a.,   williams,  j.,    coLxaiDOS,  h 

COLTMAXy     J..     XArLE,    J.,     EOLFS,     B.^     WIQHTMAN,  h 
CBESSWELL,  J.y    AXn  BBLS,   J. 

J.  H*.  Smithy  for  the  prisoner.  —  I  submit,  that  this 
indictment  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  account  of 
multifariottsnessy  or^  rather,  of  uncertainty  as  to  whicb  of 


€t, 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^There  was  no  objection  to  the 
cepit  et  extorsit/' 


J,  W.  Smith. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Clendon  {h),  an  in- 
dictment which  charged  an  assault  upon  J.  S.  and  J.  N. 
was  held  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment.     In  the  case  of  Rex 
▼•  Benfield  {i),  the  defendant  was  charged  with  having  col- 
lected a  crowd  before  the  prosecutor's  door,  by  singing 
>ongs  reflecting  on  the  prosecutor  and  another  person. 
^^  Was  there  objected^  that  one  indictment  would  not  lie 
^'^  publishing  two  distinct  libels  on  two  distinct  persons ; 
^^^  that  does  not^  of  itself^  make  against  me  herCi  because 

K,s)  Cartb.  226 ;  4  Mod.  100.  (h)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1572. 

(i)  2  Burr.  980. 

"Vol.  I.  L  L  N.  p. 
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the  offences  will  be  proved  against  the  prisoner. — The  1844. 
words  of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4^  c.  66,  s.  20,  are,  if  any  person 
shall  wilfully  '*  destroy,  defi&ce,  or  injure^'  any  register  of 
any  parish,  &c. ;  the  destroying,  the  defacing,  and  the 
injuring  being  each  a  separate  felony';  and  it  has  always 
been  held  that  want  of  singleness  was  an  objection  to  an 
indictment,  whether  from  its  being  too  general,  or  for 
more  offences  than  one  being  included  in  it.  The  first 
case  decided  on  this  ground  of  objection  is  that  of  Rex  v. 
Roberts  (g),  which  was  an  information  against  a  ferryman, 
that  he  took  and -extorted  of  divers  liege  subjects,  to  the 
Attomey-Oeneral  unknown,  divers  sums  of  money  above 
the  ancient  rate.  It  was  objected,  that  this  was  too  gene- 
ral, and  the  information  was  held  to  be  bad ;  and  Lord 
Holt  said,  ^'In  every  such  information,  a  single  offence 
ought  to  be  laid  and  ascertained.^^ 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^That  case  would  have  resembled  the 
present,  if  it  had  been  charged  here  that  the  prisoner  had 
injured  divers  registers  of  divers  parishes. 


ViA  iLiaS  Q3 


Jar  1  Trram  -ir  t3s 
wead  IE  ms  ' 

leta  la  die  £hie  4K  M  znmiiCBzsl^  Jkaiiy  a  tkiftaH^a 
irscsftenc  ]£  m.  nuncsmmc  ftr  aHBoitaic  tv9  aa  tkeUJip 
•vay  ji  .seed.  JBcngL  Wisa^t  Svm&aieacnpfcr  (it.  Tkevtf 
sue  a  :iiflc  ie  Astt.  iUcr  T.  Ll  tibt  oKAemiet- 
msaz  amaacEfi  if  tvq  cEmicaw  xiit  fiEik  of  vUth  dnqi^ 
auK  zae  oEaaner  xiaiixiHBij  eafti— itmircd  to  weimtt  a  ■!- 
>ixier  33IIL  Jm  aui'CTnrR ;  and  tbe  wrqrfj  tkaft  be  fdoM- 
fsaaLT  exuseayanceti  gd  imsfie  a  nbfier  '^ to  cnmrit  as  adrf 

I:  -via  :crectai  ac  t&e  trial,  and  aftervanfa^  before  tk 
tv^>e  jmisea.  hj  cbe  present  Barm  Gmrmtf,  tbat  tbeMMi 
axTLZ  eoncamed  cbarzea  of  two  cH,irinct  fekmiea;  bit  to 
tiias  iGJecdca  n  vas  auaweied^  br  Mr.  Abbott,  afkerradi 
Lcri  T'nCmksL,  rbr  die  Crown,  that,  "  If  tbe  endenw 
waa  ba^  one  acr.  and  h  moac  be  so  taken  now,  tbe  mdki- 
ment  Li  rizb:.  t':r  i:  cannoc  charge  the  offence  nuxe  aeci- 
r^Znlj  than  it  cock  place.  If  the  act  was  general,  it  cu- 
not  be  made  particalar  by  the  indictment.^  Here  wot 
other  objections  to  toe  first  connt  of  tbe  indictment^  wUek 
were  all  orermled ;  and  in  giving  judgment  on  tfaii  p^t 
of  the  case.  Baron  Perrfm  said,  "  The  third  objectioB  i^ 
that  the  second  connt  of  this  indictment  comprehends  tvi 

{k)  TiL  •«  Indictment!,"  s.  191.  G.  P.  and  1#.  from  H.  P^  »  ««" 

In   the  case  of  Reg'ma    t.  Gid-  rect,  if  the  robbtng  of  O.  P.  m' 

din*,  C.  k  Mar.  634,  it  was  held,  H.  P.  was  aU  one  act,  and  that, ' 

\»y  Tindai,  C.  J.,  that  an  indict-  it  were  so,  the  counsel  for  the  pro- 

ment  for   rohbery-  which  charges  secution  ought  not  tobe  put  to  ekct 
the  prisoner  with  having  assaulted  (/)  2  Leach,  916,  and  1  BA 

Cm.  p.  and  H.  P.,  and  stolen  2i.  from  P.  180. 
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distinct  offences.  Probably^  it  will  be  found  to  be  a  suffi-  1844. 
dent  answer  to  this,  that,  though  the  charge  might  have 
been  branched  into  separate  offences,  the  whole  may  bebut 
parts  of  one  fact  of  endeavour,  which  must  be  stated  as  it 
is.  But,  in  the  circumstances  in  which  this  prisoner  now 
stands  convicted  upon  the  first  count  of  this  indictment, 
to  which  no  sufficient  objection  has  been  taken,  and  upon 
wliich,  therefore,  judgment  must  be  pronounced  against 
him^  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  judges  should 
decide  upon  this  last  objection,  and,  therefore,  I  forbear 
to  enter  further  into  the  consideration  of  it/^  There  being, 
bi  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Puller y  no  judgment  against  the  pri- 
soner on  the  second  count,  I  submit  that  it  is  not  an  au- 
tibority  against  me ;  and  when  it  is  considered  by  whom 
that  case  was  argued,  and  that  it  was  not  rested  on  the 
ground  that  duplicity  was  not  an  objection,  even  if  the 
oonnt  did  charge  two  felonies,  it  rather  leads  to  an  in- 
ference that  the  point  I  am  now  taking  was  considered 
tenable.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Marshall  (m),  the  indict- 
n^ent  charged  the  prisoner  with  breaking  into  a  dwell- 
ing, and  stealing  therein  above  the  value  of  5^. ;  but  it 
did  not  state  whether  any  person  was  in  the  house  at  the 
time  of  the  offence,  or  not.  As  the  law  then  stood,  by  the 
stat.  39  Eliz.  c.  15,  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house  to  the 
valne  of  5#.,  no  person  being  therein,  was  a  capital  offence ; 
and  by  the  stat.  3  Will.  &  M.  c.  9,  s.  1,  the  stealing  in  a 
dwelling-house  in  the  day-time,  any  person  being  therein, 
was  also  a  capital  offence.  But  in  that  case,  although  it 
was  considered  by  the  judges  *'  that  clergy  was  taken  away 
equally  whether  any  person  was  in  the  dwelling-house  or 
not,  the  property  stolen  being  above  the  value  of  5«.,  yet 
tfaqr  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  indictment 
ought  to  have  shewn  upon  which  charge  the  case  was 
fimnded;  otherwise  the  prisoner  would  not  have  the  means 

(wi)  M.  &  C.  158. 
ll2 
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1844.         of  knowings  as  he  oaght^  which  charge  he  was  to  meet, 
and  that  the  prisoner  was^  therefore^  entitled  to  his  clergy." 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  objection  there  was,  that  the  indict- 
ment did  not  state  enough.  You  complain  that  this  io- 
dictment  states  too  much.  Your  objection  would  eqaaSj 
apply  to  an  indictment  for  burglary,  which  stated  that  tk 
prisoner  in  the  night-time  broke  and  entered  a  house  witk 
intent  to  steal,  and  that  he  did  steal. 

Parke,  B. — The  indictments  for  forging  bank-Dotoi 
used  to  state  in  one  count  that  the  prisoner  '^  feloniooal^ 
did  falsely  make,  forge,  and  counterfeit,  and  cause  and 
procure  to  be  falsely  made,  forged,  and  counterfeited,  sod 
willingly  act  and  assist  in  the  false  making,  forging,  and 
counterfeiting  a  certain  promissory  note "  &c. ;  and  ia 
another  count,  that  the  prisoner  ^'  did  offer,  dispose  of,  and 
put  away ''  the  note. 

J.  fF.  Smith, — The  count  for  forging  is  all  tautology. 
A  person  who  aids  in  a  forgery  is  a  forger  Iiimself. 

Parke,  B. — That  cannot  be  said  of  the  count  for  offi^ 
ing,  disposing  of,  and  putting  away.  The  two  latter  may 
be  the  same ;  but  offering  and  disposing  of  arc  different. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Indictments  on  the  stat.  9  Gleo.  4,  c.81, 
s.  11,  were  always,  "  did  stab,  cut,  and  wound.'' 

Williams,  J. — In  a  case  before  Baron  Wood,  the  io* 
dictment  charged,  that  the  prisoner  did  set  on  fire,  bar0» 
and  destroy  a  hovel.  The  hovel  was  burnt  to  a  very  smt** 
extent,  and  it  was  objected,  that  the  indictment  was  no* 
proved  as  to  the  destroying ;  but  it  was  held,  that  enough* 
was  proved  to  sustain  the  charge. 
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^  W.  Smith. — ^In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Stacker  (»),  it  was  1844. 
1,  that  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of  ladings  which 
rged  that  the  prisoner  ''  scienter  ct  subtiliter^  nequiter 
UsOj  fedt  et  fabricavit^  vel  fieri  et  fabricari  causavit, 
ndam  chartam^  videlicet^  quandam  billam  exonerationis^ 
as  tenor  sequitnr/'  &c.^  was  bad. 

^ARKS^  B. — Your  observations  would  apply  to  the  com- 
1  count  for  burglary^  which  involves  a  breaking  in  the 
ht-time^  with  intent  to  steal — a  breaking  and  stealing — 
iliBg  in  the  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of  £5,  and 
le  the  offence  of  petty  larceny  remained^  whether  there 
a  stealing  to  the  value  of  twelve-pence^  or  more  (o). 

^OLLOCK^  C.  B. — And  the  prisoner  would  be  quite  cer- 
I  that  the  judge  would  only  allow  him  to  be  tried  for 
transaction. 

'iNDAL^  C.  J. — It  is  all  laid  at  one  time  and  one  place. 

'.  fF.  Smith. — ^I  can  conceive  a  case  in  which  the  pri- 
er  might  have  been  embarrassed  in  his  defence.  The 
loner  might  know  that  he  had  defaced  the  register,  but 
t  he  had  not  been  guilty  of  the  destruction  of  it,  and 
might  be  able  to  plead  autrefois  acquit  as  to  the  de- 

I^INDAL,  C.  J. — He  might  plead  autrefois  acquit  as  to 
defacing,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the  residue. 

^.  W.  Smith, — If  a  single  act  is  charged  at  one  time  and 

•)  5  Mod.  137  ;  1  Salk.  342,  £5,  or  more,  the  prisoner  might  be 

•  convicted  of  burglary  or  of  house- 

o)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Comp-  breaking,  under  the  stat.  7  &  8 

>  3  C.  &  P.  41 8,  it  was  held,  that,  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  1 2,  or  of  stealing 

^  indictment  for  burglary  by  in  a  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of 

ikmg  into  a  house  in  the  night-  £5. 
^  and  stealing  to  the  value  of 
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1844.        place^  I  am  not  sure  that  a  prisoner  conld  plead  to  one 
"bI^      epithet  only. 


9, 
BOWKW. 


TiNDAL^  C.  J. — Is  not  that  an  answer  to  your  ohjectkm, 
that  this  is  substantially  a  charge  of  one  offence  committed 
at  one  time  and  one  place  ? 

J.  W.  Smith. — It  is  not  certain  to  which  part  of  tke 
charge  the  prisoner  is  to  direct  his  defence^  which  bringi 
me  to  another  point,  which  is,  that  there  was  no  destrojr- 
ing  here,  and  the  prosecutor  is,  therefore,  driven  from  the 
argument,  that  it  is  all  one  thing;  because  here  one,  or, at 
most,  two  of  the  felonies  charged  in  each  count  of  the  in- 
dictment are  proved,  those  being  the  injuring  and  defadng, 
— and  the  third,  the  destroying,  is  not  proved;  and  it  is  » 
hardship  on  the  prisoner,  that  it  should  be  ui^d  agaimt 
him,  that  there  is  a  probability  that  all  the  three  feloniei 
are  identical,  and  yet  that  he  should  be  told  that  the  indict- 
ment is  supported  by  proof  of  one,  or,  at  most,  two  of  them 
only.  Another  point  is,  that  it  is  not  averred  in  this  indict- 
ment, that  the  prisoner  committed  the  offence  "knowingly,*^ 
and  it  is  submitted,  that  the  offence  might  be  wilful,  and 
yet  it  might  be  done  the  prisoner  not  knauring  that  the 
book  fell  within  the  description  in  the  statute.  In  the 
Staffordshire  riots  in  1843,  a  clcrgyman^s  books  were  bunt, 
but  I  doubt  whether  the  rioters  could  have  been  convicted 
on  this  enactment,  if  they  did  not  know  that  any  register 
books  were  there,  although  what  they  did  was  wilful. 

Gurnet,  B. — The  statute  uses  the  word  "wilfuUy,'*and 
that  is  in  the  indictment. 

Parke,  B.— It  is  sufficient,  in  this  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings, that  the  indictment  follows  the  words  of  the  act. 

J.  W.  Smith, — If  some  other  words  are  necessary  to  con* 
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:Iie  o£Fence^  I  would  suggest^  that  those  words  must 
duced^  or  the  indictment  will  be  bad  (p). 

:e,  B. — ^It  is  quite  settled^  that,  if  the  objection  is 
Q  the  trial,  that  is  the  same  as  in  arrest  of  judg- 
md  if  you  have  pleaded  to  the  indictment^  you  are 
ame  situation  as  to  objections  as  you  are  after  ver- 


1844. 


IE  Y,  B. — This  point  would  go  to  every  offence;  theft, 
mce. 

:e,  B. — Or  murder. 

OCK,  C.  B. — The  word  "  knowingly  "  occurs  in  the 
ytat  of  the  20th  section  of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  66, 
me  other  offences,  but  not  in  the  latter  part,  which 
to  destroying,  defacing,  or  injuring  registers. 

AL,  C.  J. — ^If  this  point  was  open  to  you  on  demur- 
a  should  have  the  benefit  of  it  now,  as  Mr.  Lee 
to  demur,  but  would  not  do  so,  unless  I  would  say 
)  prisoner  should  answer  over,  if  the  demurrer  was 


I  the  case  of  Martin  v. 
.(ineiTor),  3N.&P.472, 
Id,  that  an  indictment  for 

goods  by  false  pretences 
9  to  whom  the  goods  be- 
ind  if  it  do  not,  this  will 
;ood  after  verdict,  under 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  21. 
.  Justice  Littledale  said, 
er  the  7  Geo.  4,  may  cure 
ment  of  this  kind,  so  far 
icription  of  the  offence  it- 
ncemed,  I  am  of  opinion 
goods  which  are  the  sub- 
er  of  the  offence  must  be 
.  with  convenient  certainty, 


as  at  common  law."  And  Mr. 
Justice  Palteson  said,  "  It  is  true 
that  the  section  of  the  act  describ- 
ing this  offence  says,  if  '  any  per- 
son '  shall,  by  ^  any  false  pretence,* 
obtain  ^  any  chattel  *  &c, ;  yet  the 
'  any  '  person  must  be  named,  the 
^  false  pretences  '  particularized, 
and  so  must  the  '  chattel,'  by  stat- 
ing what  it  was,  and  to  whom  it 
belonged :  it  is  not  enough  to  say, 
generally,  that  a  chattel  was  ob- 
tained with  intent  to  defraud  a  per- 
son, although  his  name  is  men- 
tioned." See  the  case  of  Bcjc  v. 
Norton,  SC.&F.  196. 
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decided  against  him;  which  I  would  not  do,  as  I  thought  it 
a  very  doubtful  point. 

GuRNEY,  B. — This  objection  would  be  no  more  on  de- 
murrer than  it  is  now. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  reserved  the  case  because  it  was  die 
first  case  on  this  enactment ;  but,  I  confess,  I  thought  no- 
thing of  either  of  the  objections  at  the  time  of  the  trial 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  are  of  opinion,  that  all  thit 
has  been  done  is  perfectly  right  with  respect  to  all  the 
points. 

Keating,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  heard. 

The  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  con* 
viction  was  right. 


STAFFORD  ASSIZES. 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE  LORD  CHIEF  JUSTICE  TINDAL. 


July,  30.         Arkle  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Morris,  a  Bankrapti 

V.  Wakeman. 

UeBT  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  house  and  premise 
of  the  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy.    Second  count,  fof 


In  an  action 
for  use  and 
occupation  by 

L^L^'mpTit"^  ^^^  ^°^  occupation  of  the  house  and  premises  since  the 
was  proved        bankruptcy.     Plea,  nunqiuim  indebitatus. 

fendant  liad  said  that  he  had  been  served  with  a  writ  for  rent  by  the  attorney  for  t^^****^*?! 
but  that  the  bankrupt  was  his  landlord,  and  his  attorney  had  sent  an  indemnification  for  t^ 
bankrupt  to  sign,  which  the  bankrupt  had  signed  : — Heidi  that  the  assignees  were  ^"'^^'f^ 
give  in  evidence  statements  made  by  the  bankrupt,  without  any  further  proof  of  the  oat**^ 
or  extent  of  the  indemnity. 
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It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  said  that  he  had  1844. 
been  served  with  a  copy  of  a  writ  by  Mr.  CoUis^  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiffs^  for  rent,  and  he  had  taken  it  to 
Mr.  Shaw,  his  attorney;  and  that  Morris,  the  bankrupt^  and 
his  wife  were  his  landlords,  and  that  he  could  not  pay  two 
rents;  and  that  Mr.  Shaw  had  sent  an  indemnification  for 
Morris  and  his  wife  to  sign,  and  that  they  had  signed  it. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiffs,  proposed  to  give  in 
evidence  statements  made  by  Morris,  the  bankrupt. 

W.  J.  Alexander. — ^I  submit,  that  what  Morris,  the  bank- 
rupt, said  is  not  evidence  against  the  defendant. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — He  has  indemnified  the  defendant. 

W.  J,  Alexander. — Does  your  Lordship  think  that  there 
is  sufficient  proof  of  the  indemnity,  as  there  is  no  evidence 
at  all  to  shew  what  is  the  nature  or  extent  of  any  indemnity 
that  may  have  been  signed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Morris  ? 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — If  a  defendant  says,  '^  I  am  indemnified," 
that  is  sufficient  to  let  in  the  evidence  of  statements  made 
by  the  person  by  whom  he  says  he  is  indemnified. 

The  evidence  was  received. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Talfourd,  Seijt.,  Whitmore,  and  AlleUy  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JV.  J.  Alexander  and  Carrington,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies— ?F.  B.  Collis,  and  B.  Shaw.'] 
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SHEOPSHIRE  ASSIZES. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF   JUSTICE    TINDAL. 


Aug.  5th.  Beoina  V.  Joseph  Hayward. 

A.  had  agreed  EiMBEZZLEMENT.— The  first  count  of  the  indictment 
B.,  aL'Vent  hu  charged,  that,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1844,  the  prisoner,  being 
fetch  u  ^  C**  *^^  servant  of  Allen  Boyd,  embezzled  forty  pounds  weight 
did  80,  and  put  of  straw,  his  property.    The  second  count  was  for  a  larceny 

down  the  whole   .  _.  ,  ,      .  ,  .       .  ,i       ^     i 

quantity  of  m  stcauug  thc  straw,  laying  the  property  in  Allen  Boydi 
doorof  A.'8  the  prisoner's  master;  and  the  third  count  was  also  forlar* 
stable,  which      ccny,  laying  the  property  in  John  Morris  and  another. 

was  in  a  court*  .f '      .f      o  r     r       w     ^ 

yard  of  A.,  and  It  was  provcd,  that,  prcviously  to  the  24th  of  July,  184^ 

and  asked  him'  Alien  Boyd,  the  prosccutor,  had  ordered  some  straw  of 

one^whrthe  Mcssrs.  Morris,  and  was  to  send  for  it;  and  that,  on  the 

key  of  the  hay-  24th  of  July,  he  scnt  the  prisoner  (whom  he  then  employed 

loiCy  wnicn  wras 

over  the  stable,  at  20d.  a  day)  to  Messrs.  Morrises  to  fetch  it.  The  stnf 
and*^c.  put  part  ^^8  then  delivered  by  Mr.  John  Morris  to  the  prisoner, 

into'thc^hr.  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^°^^  *^®  prosecutor's  court-yard,  and  put  it 
lofv,  and  carried  down  at  the  stablc-door ;  and  the  prisoner  then  went  to  the 

the  rest  away  to  i     i  .  i  it 

a  pubiichouse,  prosccutor  to  asK  him  to  send  some  one  to  open  the  hiy- 
jyew!*thattTi8  ^'^%  which  was  over  the  stable,  that  the  straw  might  be 
carrying  away  p^^  j^^^  rpj^g  prosccutor  scnt  his  niccc,  who  Opened  the 
C,  if  done  with  hay-loft,  and  saw  the  prisoner  put  a  part  of  the  straw  into 

a  felonious  in-       %      ■»         ^    n^  t       '*        i  .,..  y 

tent,  was  a  lar-  thc  hay-loit,  and  take  the  rest  away  m  a  direction  towaras 
embe'zVifmenr  *^®  Plough  pubHc-housc  at  Whitchurch,  where  it  wm 
ai  the  delivery    proved  that  the  prisoner  sold  it. 

of  the  straw  to     ^  ^ 

A.  was  com- 
plete when  it  \        ▼#.     i  •  a    V 

was  put  down  TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  (in  summing  up). — If  the  pnsoner  tool 
door  *  *  *  *'      away  this  straw  to  the  public-house  with  a  felonious  intent, 

it  was  a  stealing  of  it  from  his  master,  Allen  Boyd,  as  hw 
putting  the  whole  quantity  of  straw  at  the  stable-doori  on 
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his  master's  premises,  was  a  delivery  of  it  to  his  master ; 
and  his  taking  a  part  of  it  away  afterwards,  if  it  was  done 
with  a  felonious  intent,  would  be  a  larceny  of  the  property 
of  his  master,  and  not  an  embezzlement.  The  only  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  whether  you  think  there  was  a  felonious 

intent. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Carringtony  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney — Ldkin,'] 


1844. 


Beoina  v.  Mary  Hughes. 


P 


Aug,  7th, 


ERJURY  (a). — The  first  count  of  the  indictment  stated,  A  person  may 
that,  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  in  perjury  who 
and  for  the  county  of  Salop,  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1844,  f^n^/Sjff^/Jf 
before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Kenyon,  &c.  [setting  out  the  cap-  grand  jury 

1  •     T  •  when  examined 

hon  of  the  sessions],  a  certain  bill  of  mdictment  agamst  as  a  witness 
Thomas  Hughes,  and  Fanny  the  wife  of  Richard  Porter,  upon\  biTof 
was,  in  due  form  of  law,  exhibited  to  William  Smith,  Wil-  indictment  and 

'  '  '  another  witness 

liam  Brisboume,  &c.  [naming  the  grand  jurors], "  good  and  on  the  same  in- 

dictment,  who 
is  in  the  grand 
Jury-room  while  such  person  is  ander  examination,  is  competent  to  prove  what  such  witness 
■wore  before  the  grand  jury,  and  so  is  a  police-officer  who  was  stationed  within  the  grand  jury- 
room-door  to  receive  the  different  bills  at  the  door,  and  take  them  to  the  foreman  of  the  grand 
Jury;  these  persons  not  being  sworn  to  secresy,  although  the  grand  jury  are  so. 

To  convict  a  person  of  perjury  in  swearing  falsely  before  a  grand  jury,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
mhew  that  the  person  swore  to  the  contrary  before  the  examining  magistrate,  as  non  eonaiatf 
"^vhich  of  the  contradictory  statements  was  the  true  one. 


(a)  This  indictment  had  been 
fband  at  the  last  assizes,  and  the 
defendant,  haying  been  taken  on  a 
judge's  warrant  founded  on  this 
indictment,  had  been  discharged  on 
%wo  sureties  entering  into  a  recog- 
nixance  before  a  magistrate,  condi- 
tioned that  the  defendant  should 
«ppear  at  these  assizes,  and  there 
plead  to,  and  take  her  trial  on  this 


indictment.  The  defendant  did  not 
take  out  any  traverse-book,  or  enter 
any  traverse  for  trial,  but,  at  the  end 
of  the  cases  of  felony jjsurrendered 
herself  in  court  into  the  custody  of 
the  governor  of  the  prison,  and  was 
tried  under  the  commission  of  gaol 
delivery.  See  the  case  of  Itegina 
V.  Hibburdf  ante,  p.  461. 
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1844.        lawful  men  of  the  said  county^  then  and  there  sworn  and 
"     "     "       charged  to  inquire,  for  our  said  lady  the  Queen^  and  the 
V.  body  of  the  said  county/'  which  indictment  was  as  follow- 

eth^  [setting  out  the  indictment  verbatim,  which  charged, 
that  Thomas  Hughes  feloniously  stole  three  tabledothiy 
the  property  of  Richard  Hughes^  and  that  Fanny  Porter 
received  them^  knowing  them  to  be  stolen].     That^  before 
the  said  good  and  lawful  men  had  the  said  bill  of  indict- 
ment exhibited  to  them^  and  before  they  inquired  tonehing 
the  matters  stated  therein^  the  defendant  was  sworn  by  the 
justices  at  the  quarter  sessions  to  give  evidence  on  the  said 
indictment  before  the  said  good  and  lawful  men,  so  swcnrn 
&c.     That  the  grand  jury  did  inquire  touching  the  matten 
contained  in  that  indictment,  and  that,  on  that  inquiry,  it 
was  a  material  question,  whether  the  tablecloths  were  the 
property  of  Richard  Hughes,  or  of  Thomas  Hughes.  [Hii 
count  contained  other  averments  of  materiality.]    That 
the  defendant,  being  so  sworn,  went  before  the  said  good 
and  lawful  men,  so  sworn  &c.,  and,  upon  the  inquiry  before 
them  touching  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in  that  in- 
dictment, falsely,  &c.  on  the  said  inquiry  did  swear  {inUr 
alia)  that  "  the  three  tablecloths  then  and  there  produced 
were  her  son's,  (meaning  the  said  Thomas  Hughes's),  and 
that  the  said  tablecloths  had  belonged  to  the  mother  of  the 
said  Mary  Hughes,  and  were  to  be  divided  among  her,  the 
said  Mary  Hughes's,  children,  of  whom  the  said  Thomas 
Hughes  was  one;"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  table- 
cloths were  not  then,  and  never  were,  the  property  of  Tho- 
mas Hughes,  as  the  defendant  well  knew ;  and  wherew, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  they  were  the  property  of  Richard 
Hughes,  as  the  defendant  well  knew ;  and  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  mother  of  Mary  Hughes  was  a  manricd 
woman  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  Mary  Hughes's  child- 
ren were  not  born  at  that  time  {b), 

(b)  The  first  count  of  the  in-  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Qoeeiii  apo<^ 
dictment  was  in  the  following  their  oath,  present,  that  hereto* 
form : — "  Shropshire,  to  wit.    The      fore,  to  wit,  at  the  general  quiiW 
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second  count  was  similar  to  the  firsts  except  that  it 
that  the  grand  jurors^  (naming  them)^  "  good  and 


1844. 


of  the  peace  of  our  sove- 
ij  the  Queen,  held  at  the 
I  in  Shrewsbury,  in  and  for 
ty  of  Salop,  on  Monday  in 
week  after  the  28th  day  of 
er^  to  wit,  the  Ist  day  of 
,  ill  the  seventh  year  of 
D  of  our  sovereign  lady 
,  by  the  grace  of  God  of 
ed  Kingdom  of  Great  Bri- 
Ireland  Queen,  defender  of 
I,  and  in  the  year  of  our 
i44,  before  the  Honour- 
imas  Kenyon,  Sir  Baldwin 
1,  Baronety  John  Arthur 
laq.,  and  others  their  asso- 
ler  Majesty's  justices,  as- 
to  keep  the  peace  in  the 
(foresaid,  and  also  to  hear 
nnine  divers  felonies,  tres- 
and  other  misdemeanours 
une  county  done  and  com- 
i  certain  bill  of  indictment 
Thomas  Hughes,  late  of 
iah  of  Whitchurch,  in  the 
of  Salop,  labourer,  and 
*orter,  wife  of  Richard  Por- 
»urer,  late  of  the  parish  of 
arch,  in  the  countv  afore- 
18  then  and  there,  in  due 
law,  exhibited  to  [naming 
id  jurors],  good  and  lawful 

the  said  county  of  Salop, 
1  there  sworn  and  charged 
ire,  for  our  said  lady  the 
and  the  body  of  the  said 

which  said  bill  of  indict- 
en  and  there  was  as  follow- 
t  is  to  say,  [setting  out  the 
rat  verbatim^  which  was 
Thomas  Hughes,  for  steal- 
!€  tablecloths,  the  property 
ard  Hughes,  and  against 


Fanny  Porter,  for  receiving  them, 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen]. 
"  And  the  jurors  first  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  fur- 
ther present,  that,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  first  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at 
the  parish  of  St.  Chad,  in  the  bo- 
rough of  Shrewsbury,  in  the  county 
of  Salop,  and  before  the  said  good 
and  lawful  men,  who  were  so  sworn 
and  charged  to  inquire  as  aforesaid, 
had  the  said  bill  of  indictment  ex- 
hibited to  them  as  aforesaid,  and 
before   the  said  good   and   lawful 
men  had  inquired,  as  by  law  they 
ought  to  do,  touching  the  matters 
stated  and  mentioned  in  the  said 
bill  of  indictment,  and  touching  the 
truth  of  the  matters  stated  and  con- 
tained in  the  said  bill  of  indict- 
ment, Mary,  the  wife  of  Richard 
Hughes,  late  of  the  parish  of  Whit- 
church, in  the  county  of  Salop,  la- 
bourer, appeared  before  the  Court  of 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace, 
holdcn  as  aforesaid,  before  the  said 
justices,  and  the  said  others,  their 
associates,  as  aforesaid,  as  a  witness 
in  support  of  the  said  bill  of  indict- 
ment, and  was  then  and  there,  at  the 
said  general  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace,  holden  as  last  aforesaid,  be- 
fore the  said  justices,  and  the  said 
others,  their  associates,  duly  sworn, 
and  took  her  corporal  oath,  upon 
the  holy  Gospel  of  God,  before  the 
said  Honourable  Thomas  Kenyon, 
Sir    Baldwin    Lcighton,    Baronet, 
John  Arthur  Lloyd,  Esq.,  and  the 
said  others,  their  associates,  so  being 
such  justices  as  aforesaid  at  the  said 
general    quarter    sessions   of    the 
peace,  holden  as  aforesaid,  that  the 
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1844. 


Rboina 

HUGHSS. 


lawful  men  of  the  county  of  Salop^  were  then  and  there,  m 
due  form  of  law^  sworn  and  charged  to  inquire^  fw  oor 


evidence  that  she  the  said  Mary 
Hughei  should  give  before  the 
grand  jury  (meaning  before  the 
said  good  and  lawful  men  so  sworn 
and  charged  as  aforesaid  to  inquire 
as  aforesaid)  on  the  said  bill  of  in- 
dictment should  be  the  truth,  the 
whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the 
truth,  (they  the  said  Honourable 
Thomas  Kenyon^Sir  Baldwin  Leigh- 
ton,  Baronet,  John  Arthur  Lloyd, 
Esq.,  and  the  said  others,  their  as- 
sociates, so  being  such  justices  as 
aforesaid  at  the  said  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace,  holden  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there  having 
sufficient  and  competent  authority 
to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the 
said  Mary  Hughes  in  that  behalf). 

"  And  the  jurors  first  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,do  further 
present,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  at 
the  parish  of  St.  Chad,  in  the  bo- 
rough of  Shrewsbury,  in  the  said 
county  of  Salop,  the  said  good  and 
lawful  men,  being  so  sworn  and 
charged  as  aforesaid  to  inquire  as 
aforesaid,  did,  in  due  form  of  law, 
and  according  as  they  were  so 
sworn  and  charged  as  aforesaid,  in- 
quire touching  the  matters,  and 
touching  the  truth  of  the  matters 
stated  and  contained  in  the  said 
bill  of  indictment  so  exhibited  to 
them  as  aforesaid. 

"  And  the  jurors  first  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  fur- 
ther present,  that,  upon  the  said 
inquiry  by  and  before  the  said  good 
and  lawful  men,  so  as  aforesaid 
sworn  and  charged  to  inquire  as 
aforesaid,  it  then   and  there  be- 


came and  was  a  material  queilkn, 
whether  three    tabledotbi,  wtiA 
were  then  and  there  prodneed  be- 
fore   the    said   good   and  hM 
men,  were  the  property  of  Ridiad 
Hughes,  the  husband  of  the  wl 
Mary  Hughes;  and  that,  upon  tk 
said  inquiry,  it  then  and  tiien  sIm 
became  and  was  a  material  qiat* 
tion,  whether  the  said  three  tiUs- 
cloths  were  the  property  of  die  hU 
Thomas  Hughes;   and  that,  i^ 
the  said  inquiry,  it  then  and  diot 
became  and  was  a  material  qost- 
tion,  whether  the  said  three  tsUs- 
cloths  had  at  any  time  bdoqgei 
to  the  mother  of  the  said  Umf 
Hughes ;  and  that,  upon  the  mai 
inquhy,  it    then    and   there  bt» 
came  and  was  a  material  qucitioBi 
whether  the  said  three  tabledsdn 
had  at  any  time  been  the  prcpertf 
of  the  said  Thomas  Hughes;  mA 
that,  upon  the  said  inquhy,  it  thai 
and  there  became  and  was  a  mste- 
rial  question,  whether  the  said  tint 
tablecloths  had  at  any  time  bees 
the  property  of  the  said  Bidtird 
Hughes. 

*'  And  the  jurors  first  sfore«4 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  fof 
ther  present,  that  afierwsrdi,  te 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  libfe- 
said,  at  the  parish  of  SL  CbsAia 
the  borough  of  Shrewabary  •^Kt 
said,  in  the  county  of  Sslop,  tbt 
said  Mary  Hughes,  being  so  fW(i» 
as  aforesaid,  contriving  and  inteoo- 
ing  to  pervert  the  due  coone  « 
justice,  went  before  the  ssid  good 
and  lawful  men,  so  swon  •"■ 
charged  as  aforesaid  to  mquffo  ■ 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  ssid  good 
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idy  the  Queen^  and  the  body  of  the  said  county,  and 
ind  there  were  the  grand  jurors  who  constituted  and 


rfnl  men,  upon  the  said  in- 
J  and  before  the  said  good 
ribl  men,  touching  the  mat- 
d  touching  the  truth  of  the 
atated  and  contained  in  the 
I  of  indictment,  and  that  she 
i  Mary  Hughes,  then  and 
poo  her  oath  aforesaid,  false- 
uptly,  knowingly,  wilfully, 
ilidously,  before  the  said 
td  hiwful  men,  so  sworn  and 
I  as  aforesaid  to  inquire  as 
d,  upon  the  said  inquiry  did 
and  swear,  amongst  other 
in  substance  and  to  the 
Hewing,  that  is  to  say,  that 
«e  tablecloths  which  were 
d  there,  to  wit,  at  the  time 
ice  last  aforesaid,  produced, 
(re  her  son's,  (meaning  were 
per^  of  the  said  Thomas 
\)f  and  that  the  said  table- 
lad  belonged  to  the  mother 
lid  Mary  Hughes,  and  were 
vided  amongst  her  the  said 
lughes's  children,  of  whom 
I  Thomas  Hughes  was  one ; 
I,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
Aecloths  then  were  not  her 
1  Mary  Hughes's  son's  as 
)  said  Mary  Hughes  then 
re  well  knew ;  and  where- 
truth  and  in  fact,  tlie  said 
<ihs  were  not  then  the  pro- 
r  the  said  Thomas  Hughes, 
the  said  Mary  Hughes  then 
Te  well  knew  ;  and  where- 
rath  and  in  fact,  neither  of 
1  tablecloths  ever  had  been 
yperty  of  the  said  Thomas 
I ;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and 
I  the  said  tablecloths  then 
e  property  of  the  said  Rich- 
ghes,  as  she  the  said  Mary 


Hughes  then  and  there  well  knew ; 
and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  tablecloths,  and  each  of 
them,  were,  at  the  time  last  afore- 
said, and  for  twenty  years  and  more 
before  that  time,  the  property  of 
the  said  Richard  Hughes,  as  she 
the  said  Mary  Hughes  then  and 
there  well  knew ;  and  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  table- 
cloths never  did  belong  to  the 
mother  of  the  said  Mary  Hughes, 
as  she  the  said  Mary  Hughes  then 
and  there  well  knew ;  and  where- 
as, in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said 
tablecloths  were  not  to  be  divided 
amongst  the  children  of  the  said 
Mary  Hughes ;  and  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  mother  of  the 
said  Mary  Hughes  was  a  married 
woman  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
her  the  said  mother,  and  had  been 
so  for  twenty  years  and  more  before 
the  time  of  her  said  death ;  and  the 
said  Thomas  Hughes  and  the  other 
children  of  the  said  Mary  Hughes 
were  not  bom  at  the  time  of  the 
decease  of  the  said  Mary  Hughes's 
mother,  as  she  the  said  Mary 
Hughes  then  and  there  well  knew. 
And  so  the  jurors  first  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say, 
that,  on  the  said  1st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, in  the  year  first  aforesaid,  at 
the  parish  of  St.  Chad  aforesaid,  in 
the  county  of  Salop,  before  the  said 
good  and  lawful  men,  so  sworn  and 
charged  as  aforesaid  to  inquire  as 
aforesaid,  upon  their  inquiry  afore- 
said touching  the  matters,  and 
touching  the  truth  of  the  matters 
stated  and  contained  in  the  said 
bill  of  indictment,  by  her  own  act 
and  consent,  and  of  her  own  most 
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1844. 
Rboina 
Hughes. 


who  were  the  grand  jury  of^  for^  and  at  the  said  last-men- 
tioned general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  /'  and  men- 
tioned the  grand  jury  throughout  as  ''  the  said  last-men- 
tioned grand  jury."  The  third  count  stated^  that  Thonm 
Hughes  was  charged  with  having  stolen,  three  tableclodii^ 
the  property  of  Richard  Hughes,  and  was  brought  befixe 
Sir  R.  C.  Hill,  Knt.,  R.  D.  Vaughton,  and  W.  H.  Pook^ 
Esqrs.,  on  that  charge,  and  that  the  tablecloths  were  pio> 
duced  before  them,  and  that  the  defendant  then  swore  tint 
the  tablecloths  were  her  husband  Richard  Hughes's  pRK 
perty,  and  that,  at  the  Shropshire  quarter  sessions,  hddei 
on  the  1st  of  January,  18^4,  a  bill  of  indictment  was  di^ 
prepared,  and  the  name  of  the  defendant  indorsed  thenfli 
as  a  witness,  and  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  to  g^ve  eii- 
dence,and  gave  evidence  before  the  grand  jury  that  thetaUs- 
cloths  had  belonged  to  her  mother,  and  were  to  be  difidel  - 
among  her  children,  "  and  that  the  tablecloths  (meaning  Ab'H 
said  last-mentioned  three  tablecloths)  she  considered  wot 
left  for  her  son,  (meaning  the  said  Thomas  Hughes) ;  sal 
that  the  said  Mary  Hughes,  upon  being  told  by  ^ 
liam  Smith,  the  foreman  of  the  said  last-mentioned  grtti 
jury,  that  considering  would  not  do,  she  the  said  MilJ^ 
Hughes  falsely,  wilfully,  and  corruptly  did  then  and  that 
falsely,  wickedly,  wilfully,  and  corruptly  then  and  tkcHi 
positively  say,  depose,  and  give  evidence  to  the  said  hit- 
mentioned  grand  jury,  that  they  (meaning  the  said  hit- 
mentioned  tablecloths)  were  her  son's,  (meaning  therdjl 
that  the  said  last-mentioned  tablecloths  were  the  pro] 
of  the  said  Thomas  Hughes).''  This  count  then  went 
to  assign  perjury  on  this  evidence;  and  it  also  contaiieli 
averments  of  materiality  similar  to  those  in  the  first  oout 


wicked  and  corrupt  mind,  in  man- 
ner and  form  aforesaid,  falsely, 
wickedly,  wilfully,  and  corruptly 
did  commit  wilful  and  cornipt  per- 
jury, in  contempt  of  our  lady  the 
Queen  and  her  laws,  to  the  evil 


example  of  all  others  in  the 
case,  offending  against  the  famdi 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  tfi 
provided,  and  against  the  peaeetf 
our  lady   the   Queen,  her 
and  dignity.*' 
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It  was  opened  by  Carrington  for  the  prosecution. — ^That         1844. 

3  peijiury  charged  against  the  defendant  was  alleged  to 

fe  been  committed  by  her,  before  the  grand  jury  at  the 

zopshire  quarter  sessions,  held  on  the  1st  of  January, 

4A,  in  giving  evidence,  on  a  bill  of  indictment  against 

r  ton,  Thomas  Hughes,  for  stealing  three  tablecloths, 

A  against  Fanny  Porter  for  receiving  them,  knowing 

m  to  have  been  stolen.     He  was  not  aware  of  any  in- 

inee  of  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  before  a 

ud  jury ;  but  there  seemed  to  be  no  reason  why  such 

indictment  should  not  be  preferred.  The  proceedings 
Rore  the  grand  jury  were  preliminary  to  a  trial,  and  so 
ure  die  proceedings  before  the  examining  magistrate,  on 
charge  of  felony;  but  indictments  for  perjury  committed 
I  those  examinations  were  not  uncommon.  In  many 
aea  it  would  be  difEicult  to  prove  what  a  witness  swore 
sfae  a  grand  jury,  as  the  grand  jurors  were  all  sworn  to 
lemy,  and  it  frequently  happened  that  nobody  was  pre- 
at  except  the  grand  jurors  and  the  witness ;  there  seem- 
ly however,  to  be  no  impropriety  in  some  one  or  more 
POper  persons  being  present  with  the  grand  jury  during 
idbr  inquiries  on  bills  of  indictment,  as  in  the  Court  of 
neen's  Bench  the  grand  jurors,  who  were  sworn  every 
im,  had  with  them,  in  their  room,  a  principal  officer  of 
IS  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  who  was  styled  the  clerk 

the  grand  juries ;  so  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  of 
Odi  court  all  the  judges  of  England  were  members,  Mr. 
inhall  Straight,  one  of  the  principal  officers  of  that 
^Urt,  sat  with  the  grand  jury,  and,  as  each  witness  was 
imined,  checked  the  examination  with  the  deposition  of 
s  witness  taken  before  the  examining  magistrate,  with  a 
rw  of  preventing  what  was  alleged  to  have  occurred  in 
M  jerj  case,  namely,  the  witness  swearing  one  thing  be- 
<e  the  magistrate,  and  the  contrary  before  the  grand 
y.  The  practice,  therefore,  of  other  persons  being  pre- 
it  beside  the  grand  jury  and  the  witness,  did  not  seem 
be  objectionable. 

VOL.  I.  MM  N.  p. 
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1844.  TiNDALj  C.  J. — I  am  not  objecting  to  it. 


Carrington. — ^The  oath  which  prevented  grand  jam 
from  giving  evidence  of  what  occurred^  did  not^  as  he  sub- 
mitted^ render  inadmissible  the  evidence  of  any  other  per- 
son who  was  present.   In  one  case  (c)  in  which  the  jury  hid 
tossed  up  as  to  which  way  their  verdict  should  be^it  was  heU, 
that  affidavits  of  the  jurors^  that  they  had  done  so^  were  not 
receivable;  but  that  the  affidavit  of  a  person  who  was  on  the 
outside  of  the  room^  and  had  seen  them^  was  admiasiUe. 
In  the  present  case,  it  would  be  proved,  that,  on  the  28th  of 
December,  184!3,  Thomas  Hnghes,  the  son  of  the  defendint^ 
was  taken  before  Sir  B.  C.  Hill  and  Captains  Ywof^bAxm 
and  Poole,  on  a  charge  of  stealing  three  tablecIotIis,jthe 
defendant  then  swearing,  that  the  tablecloths  were  tte 
property  of  her  husband  Bichard  Hnghes.  Thomas  Hoghei 
was  committed  for  trial  at  the  ensuing  quarter  sessioii^ 
and  when  before  the  grand  jury  there,  in  giving  evideaee 
on  the  bill  of  indictment  against  Thomas  Hnghes  forsteil- 
ing  the  tablecloths,  and  Fanny  Porter  for  receiving  then, 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  the  defendant  twoR^ 
that  the  tablecloths  which  were  then  produced  by  a  police* 
constable  named  Smith  were  her  son's ;  that  her  mother 
had  left  them  among  her  (the  defendant's)  children,  of 
whom  Thomas  Hughes  was  one.    This  statement  of  the 
defendant  would  be  proved  by  the  police-constable  Smith, 
who  was  in  the  grand-jury  room  at  the  time ;  and,  abo^    ] 
by  a  superintendent  of  police,  named  Lewis,  who  wm  ett* 
tioned  within  the  door  of  the  grand-jury  room  to  receive 
the  bills  at  the  door  and  hand  them  to  the  foreman  of  tk 
grand  jury.    To  prove  that  this  latter  statement  of  the 
defendant  was  false,  her  deposition  before  the  examiniof 
magistrates  would  be  put  in  when  she  swore  that  the  tabl^ 
cloths  were  her  husband's ;  but  that  alone  might  not  b^ 

(c)  The  case  of  Faise  v.  Dela-      R.  326,  and  HimUe  ?.  Birekt  8 
vol,  1  T.  R.  11.    But  see  also  the      Taunt  26. 
cases  of  Owen  v.  Warburtofif  1  N. 
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sufficient,  as  it  had  been  held  in  one  case  in  the  Court  of        1844. 
King's  Bench  {d),  that  an  indictment  against  a  witness  for 
swearing  contradictorily  on  two  different  occasions  could 
not  be  supported. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^You  must  go  further  than  that.  If  you 
merely  prove  the  two  contradictory  statements  on  oath 
and  leave  it  there— non  constat,  which  statement  is  the 
tme  one. 

Carringion. — ^I  propose  to  falsify  the  defendant's  state- 
ment made  before  the  grand  jury,  by  shewing  the  state  of 
die  defendant's  fieanily, — ^by  proving  that  she  herself  was 
bora  in  the  year  1791 ;  that  her  mother  died  in  the  year 
1800,  and  her  father  in  1803;  that  she  married  in  the 
year  1819,  and  that  her  son  Thomas  was  bom  within  a 
year  or  two  after  her  marriage ;  so  that,  if  her  statement 
before  the  grand  jury  were  true,  the  mother  gave  these 
tablecloths  to  the  unborn  children  of  her  daughter,  a  child 
who,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  was  nine  years  old,  the 
diildren  of  the  daughter  not  being  born  for  twenty  years 
after,  and  the  supposed  giver  being  a  married  woman  at 
tbe  time  of  her  death,  and  therefore  incapable  of  making 
any  gift  at  all. 

An  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  the  ignored  bill  of 
indictment  against  Thomas  Hughes  for  stealing  the  table- 
ckths,  and  Fanny  Porter  for  receiving  them,  knowing 
them  to  have  been  stolen,  was  given  in  evidence.  It  was 
^  proved,  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  at  the  Shrop- 
''Ure  January  quarter  sessions,  1844,  to  give  evidence  on 
*fcst  indictment  before  the  grand  jury ;  the  original  indict- 
ment being  produced  by  Mr.  Peele  the  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace. 

(d)  Rix  V.  Horriif  5  B.  &  A.  926,  and  see  also  the  case  of  Reg,  v. 
^^tUmdy  8  C.  &  P.  238. 

M   M  2 
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1844.  To  prove  what  the  defendant  swore  before  the  gnnd 

Rroina      j^^>  ^  police  constable  named  Smith  was  called. 


V. 
HUOHKS. 


E.  Yardley,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  this  wit- 
ness cannot  be  examined  as  to  what  the  defendant  swore 
before  the  grand  jury.  One  of  the  grand  jury  would  not 
be  allowed  to  give  the  evidence;  and,  if  this  witness  ii 
examined^  it  is  doing  that  indirectly  which  cannot  be  dene 
directly,  which  ought  not  to  be  allowed. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  am  not  so  sure  of  that ;  he  is  not  s 
grand  juror. 

E.  Yardley. — It  is  effecting  that  by  indirect  means  which 
could  not  be  done  directly. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  is  for  the  purposes  of  public  jostice. 
I  shall  receive  the  evidence. 

The  witness  was  examined.     He  stated  that,  before  tie 
grand  jury,  he  produced  the  same  tablecloths  which  were 
produced  before  the  examining  magistrates;  and  that,  when 
the  defendant  was  before  the  grand  jury,  he  heard  Mr. 
Smith,  the  foreman  of  the  grand  jury,  ask  her  whether  the 
tablecloths  had  belonged  to  any  of  her  family ;  and  that 
she  said  they  had  belonged  to  her  mother,  and  were  to  be 
divided  among  her  children,  and  that  she  considered  tha^ 
the  tablecloths  were  left  for  her  son ;  and  that,  on  Mr- 
Smith  the  foreman  telling  her  that  considering  would  so^ 
do,  the  defendant  said,  "  They  are  my  son's." 

A  part  of  this  evidence  of  the  defendant  before  the  gnu^^ 
jury  was  also  deposed  to  by  a  superintendent  of  police 
named  Lewis,  who  was  stationed  inside  the  grand-jo^ 
room  door;  but  he  stated  that  he  did  not  hear  the  whole  of 
what  the  defendant  said,  as  he  was  out  of  the  room  a  pa^ 
of  the  time  during  which  she  gave  her  evidence  before  tb^ 
grand  jury. 
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To  prove  the  defendant's  statement  to  be  false^  lier  de-  1844. 
position,  taken  before  the  examining  magistrates.  Sir  B.  C. 
Hill  and  Captains  Yaughton  and  Poole,  on  the  29th  of 
December,  1843,  was  put  in.  In  this  she  stated  that  the 
tablecloths  were  her  husband's  property,  and  that  they  had 
been  her  late  mother's. 

It  was  also  proved  by  Mr.  Lakin,  the  attorney  for  the 
prosecution,  that  he  knew  the  father  and  mother  of  the  de- 
fendant before  their  marriage,  and  had  known  their  family 
since.  He  produced  examined  copies  of  the  registers  of 
the  baptism  of  the  defendant  in  1791 ;  of  the  burial  of  the 
mother  in  1800;  of  the  burial  of  her  father  in  1803;  and 
of  her  marriage  in  1819 :  and  he  stated  that  her  son  Tho- 
mas Hughes  was  now  about  twenty-three  or  twenty-four 
years  of  age. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Have  you  any  evidence  to  shew  that 
these  tablecloths  never  did  belong  to  the  defendant's 
mother. 

Carrmgtcm, — ^We  have  no  further  evidence  on  that ;  but 
it  is  proved  that,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  she  was  a  mar- 
ried woman,  and  the  defendant  only  nine  years  old. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^As  the  mother  was  a  married  woman  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  she  could  not  legally  leave  these 
tablecloths  to  any  one ;  but  I  observe  that,  both  in  her  de- 
position before  the  magistrates,  and  in  her  evidence  before 
the  grand  jury,  the  defendant  stated  that  these  tablecloths 
were  her  mother's,  and,  if  the  mother  had  ever  said  that 
these  were  to  be  divided  among  her  daughter's  children, 
the  defendant  might  have  been  under  the  impression  that 
they  were  so  given,  and  that  would  be  a  reason  for  acquit- 
ting her  on  this  charge,  as,  in  order  to  warrant  a  verdict  of 
guilty  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  jury  must  be  satisfied 
t;]iat  the  statement  was  not  only  false,  but  wilfully  false ; 
^nd  that  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party  making  the  oatlu 


Regina 
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1844.        I  think  that  in  this  case  there  is  such  doubt  as  to  whedier 
the  defendant  might  not  have  been  under  the  imprewoD 
V-  that  the  tablecloths  were  given  among  her  childreD,  ai  to 

HUOHKS.  . 

warrant  an  acquittal. 

Verdict — ^Not  goilly. 

Carringtorij  for  the  prosecution. 

E.  Yardley,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Lakin,  and  W,  Jones,'] 


MONMOUTH  ASSIZES. 
{Craum  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF   JUSTICE   TINDAL. 


Augwt  I2lh,  BeGINA  V.  JeREMIAH  JaMSS. 

A  rifle  which  is  AtTEMPTING  to  discharge  loaded  arms.— The  fi^ 
which  for  want  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  that  the  prisoner,  on  \3^ 
of  proper  prim-  g^^  j  ^f  November,  7  Vict.,  at  Christchurch,  ''  did,  by  dra^' 

ing  will  not  go  '  '  A 

off,  is  not  a        ing  the  trigger  of  a  certain  gun,  then  and  there  losd^ 

**  loaded  arm  "  _^ 

within  the  Slat,  with  gunpowder  and  one  leaden  bullet,  which  said  gun,  ^ 
8.  a^and  the  loaded  and  charged  as  aforesaid,  the  said  J.  J.,  in  his  rig!** 
pointing  a  rifle    ij^nd  then  and  there  had  and  held,  feloniously,  unlawfully' 

thus  circum-  ^  •' ' 

stanced  at  a  and  maliciousIy  did  attempt  to  discharge  the  said  gan  ^ 

pulling  the  loaded  and  charged  as  aforesaid  at  and  against  one  Geor^^ 

wife^reby^thi  Godwiu,  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our  said  lady  the  Que^^ 

cock  and  ham-  then  and  there  being,  with  intent  then  and  there  s:**^ 

mer  were 

thrown,  and       thereby  feloniously,   wilfully,   and   of  his  malice  afo^^ 
wiu^JToVwar!.^  *  thought,  the  said  George  Godwin  to  kill  and  murd^^; 

rant  a  convic- 
tion either  of 
felony  under  the  3rd  section,  or  of  assault  under  the  11th  section,  of  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  8j. 

It  is  an  assault  to  point  a  loaded  pistol  at  any  one  ;  but  not  an  assault  to  point  •  piitol  <f 
another  which  is  proved  not  to  be  so  loaded  as  to  be  able  to  be  discharged. 


1 
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[ainst  the  form  of  the  statute/'  &c.    There  were  four         1844. 

her  counts  in  the  indictment,  laying  intents  to  maim,  to 

sfigure,  to  disable,  and  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm. 

It  was  proved  by  the  prosecutor  George  Godwin,  that, 

L  the  2nd  of  November,  1843,  he  went  to  demand  posses- 

>n  of  a  house  at  Christchurch,  and  found  William  Rose 

tempting  to  distrain  for  rent  there,  and  that  he  (the  pro- 

cutor)  then  had  some  words  with  the  prisoner,  who  was 

so  there,  when  the  latter  pointed  a  rifle  at  him,  and  he 

Dth  heard  and  saw  the  cock  of  the  rifle  fall  on  the  steel 

ad  open  the  pan ;  but  he  stated  that  there  was  no  spark 

nd  no  flash.    The  rifle  was  then  wrested  from  the  pri- 

3ner,  and  there  was  a  small  quantity  of  gunpowder,  ap- 

arently  quite  damp,  sticking  to  the  pan.     It  was  further 

noved  that  the  prosecutor  attempted  to  fire  the  rifle,  hav- 

g  ascertained  that  there  was  a  charge  in  it,  but  it  would 

►t  go  off;  but,  on  its  being  primed  with  dry  powder,  it 

1  go  off. 

Seadtm,  for  the  prisoner,  cited  the  case  of  Retina  v. 
J*€r  (a). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  a 

sided  arm  within  the  statute  (6),  and  that  the  prisoner 

U  neither  be  convicted  of  the  felony,  nor  of  the  assault. 

ia  only  an  assault  to  point  a  loaded  pistol  at  any  one, 

d.  this  rifle  is  proved  not  to  be  so  loaded  as  to  be  able  to 

'  discharged. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 
^Beadon,  for  the  prisoner. 

[  Attornies —  Wehh,  and  Phetpt,'] 
(a)  Ante,  p.  254»  (h)  The  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3. 
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August  \2th, 

A.  was  supplied 
with  a  quantity 
of  pif^-iron  by 

B.  &  Co.|  his 
employers, 
which  he  was 
to  put  into  a 
furnace  to  be 
melted,  and  he 
was  paid  ac- 
cording to  the 
weight  of  the 
metal  which 
ran  out  of  the 
furnace  and  be- 
came puddle 
bars.     A.  put 
the  pig-iron 
into  the  fur- 
nace, and  also 
put  in  with  it 
an  iron  axle  of 
B.  &  Co., 
which  was  not 
pig-iron;  the 
value  of  the 
axle  to  B.  & 
Co.  was  Tt.f 
but  the  gain  to 
the  prisoner  by 
melting  it  and 
thus  increasing 
the  quantity  of 
metal  which 
ran  from  the 
furnace  was 
\d,  I—Held, 
that  if  the  pri- 
soner put  the 
axle  into  the 
furnace  with  a 
felonious  intent 
to  convert  it  to 
a  purpose  for 
his  own  profit, 
it  was  a  lar- 
ceny. 


Beoina  v.  David  Bichabds. 

JuARCENY. — ^The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  iron, 
the  property  of  William  Williams  and  others,  his  masten. 
The  iron  alleged  to  have  been  stolen  was  an  iron  axle  of 
a  tram  waggon,  and  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  em- 
ployed as  a  puddler  by  the  prosecutors,  who  were  partnen 
in  an  iron  company ;  and  that  the  puddlers  employed  bj 
the  company  were  in  the  habit  of  receiving  a  certain  qaan- 
tity  of  pig-iron  which  they  were  to  put  into  the  furnace^ 
and  they  were  paid  for  their  work  according  to  the  weigU 
of  the  iron  drawn  out  of  the  furnace  and  formed  into  pad- 
dle bars.   The  prisoner  was  detected  by  the  foreman  of  the 
works  in  putting  an  iron  axle,  belonging  to  the  companj, 
(which  was  not  pig-iron),  into  the  furnace  with  the  pig-iron. 
The  foreman  stated,  that  the  value  of  the  axle  to  the  com- 
pany was  about  7s.,  and  he  had  calculated  that  the  gain 
to  the  prisoner  by  putting  it  in  the  furnace  and  melting  it 
would  be,  according  to  the  mode  adopted  for  paying  for  tte 
work,  a  fraction  more  than  a  penny. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  doubt  whether  the  act  of  the  prisoner, 
though  unquestionably  fraudulent  and  wrongful,  comet 
within  the  definition  of  a  larceny^  as  the  iron  was  to  com^ 
back  to  the  owners  in  the  same  substance,  though  in  an- 
other form. 

G.  K.  Richards,  for  the  prosecution. — In  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  Morfit  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  servant's  clandestinely 
taking  his  master's  corn  to  give  to  his  master's  horse  is 
felony ;  and  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Cabbage  (A),  where  the 
prisoner  forced  open  a  stable  door,  and  took  out  a  horse 


(a)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  307.  See  also 
the  cases  of  Regina  v.  Handleyt  C. 
&  Mar.  547,  and  Ex  parte  Jack- 


lifiy  13  Law  J.,  Mag.  Ca.  139. 
(b)  K.  &  R.  C.  C.  292. 
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and  led  it  to  an  old  coal  pit^  and  there  backed  it  down  and 

killed  it,  the  object  being  that  the  horse  might  not  con-       r^^J^ 

tribute  to  famish  evidence  against  another  person,  named     ^    «• 

,        .  Richards. 

Howarth,  who  was  under  the  charge  of  stealing  it  The 
f  adges  held,  that  this  was  larceny,  although  the  prisoner 
had  no  intention  of  deriving  any  pecuniary  benefit  from 
taking  the  horse. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  shall  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  prisoner  put  the  axle  into  the  furnace  with  a  felonious 
intent,  to  convert  it  to  a  purpose  for  his  own  profit ;  for,  if 
he  did  so,  this  was  a  larceny. 

His  Lordship  left  this  question  to  the  jury. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

6.  K,  Richards y  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attornies  for  the  prosecution  Edwards  8f  Co,'\ 


Rbgina  V.  Charles  England  and  Charles  Robins.      August  12th, 

Arson. — ^The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  that  A  building 

the  prisoners,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1844,  at  Machen,  haWutioirbut 

"feloniously,  unlawfully,  and  maliciously,  did  set  fire  to  a  [akHhe™^"^^ 

^^itain  house  of  David  Jones  there  situate,  with  intent  ^^^^h  and  dry 

fi,,_  _,  ,.  _  .,-r^.,^  their  clothes  in, 

Miereby  then  and  there  to  injure  the  said  David  Jones,  which  has  four 
"gainst  the  form  of  the  statute,"  &c.  The  second  count  do"r?bul'^o  ' 
^as,  for  setting  fire  to  a  ''certain  out-house  (a)  of  the  said  ^j^^^o^*  »>"^in 

•tv  "  ^   '  which  a  person 

■^Vid  Jones.*'  slept  with  the 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  David  Jones,  that  he  occupied  wh°h!i Jt  fhe 

permission,  of 
the  owner  is 
not  a  **  house,"  the  setting  fire  to  which  is  felony,  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.c.  89,  s.  3. 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Regma  v.  Janes,  ante,  p.  303. 
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1844.        lime-works  at  Machen^  and  that^  thirteen  years  ago,  be 

Rbgina       cansed  a  small  building  to  be  erected  tbere  for  his  woik- 

V,  people  at  the  kiln  to  eat  their  meals  in  and  dry  their  dothei. 

England.      L,         ,,.i-i.  #.i*i  ^-i-i^  ti# 

That  the  building  was  seven  feet  high,  and  had  four  wallioi 
stones,  without  mortar ;  the  roof  consisting  of  broom,  tni^ 
and  straw,  and  being  supported  by  two  pieces  of  timber; 
that  the  door  had  neither  lock  nor  bolt,  and  that  there  was 
no  window  in  the  building.     Mr.  David  Jones  fortber 
stated,  that  this  building  was  not  erected  as  a  habitatiODi 
and  none  of  his  men  had  ever  slept  there;  but  thatTbomii 
Williams  was  sleeping  there  without  his  (Mr.  D.  Jonei'i) 
permission;  but  that  he  was  aware  of  his  having  done  sofa 
three  weeks  previous  to  the  fire,  he  working  on  the  roadi^ 
and  having  no  cottage  of  his  own.    This  witness  further 
stated,  that  the  building  was  called  a  shed,  an  out-bonae^ 
and  cabin,  and  was  erected  for  the  use  of  the  lime-wori& 
This  building  was  set  on  fire. 

fF.  H.  Cooke,  for  the  prisoners. — I  submit  that  this  build- 
ing was  not  a  '^  house  "  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  &  b 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Smith  (i),  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  porter  lie 
in  a  warehouse  for  the  purpose  of  watching  the  goods,  tUi 
does  not  convert  the  warehouse  into  a  dwelling-bouMyio 
as  to  make  it  a  burglary  to  break  into  it  in  the  nigbt  witk 
intent  to  steal.  So,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Rroum  (c),itwii 
held,  that  a  servant's  lying  in  a  barn  in  order  to  watch  if 
thieves  did  not  convert  the  barn  into  a  dwelling-house. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. — In  the  case  of  BiS  t- 
Smith  (d),  which  was  a  case  of  burglary,  the  building  ^ 
leged  to  have  been  broken  and  entered  was  a  permanent 
one  of  mud  and  brick,  on  the  down  at  Weyhill,  used  only 

• 

as  a  booth  for  the  purposes  of  the  fair,  for  a  few  days  ^ 
the  year ;  it  had  wooden  doors  and  windows  bolted  in  ^ 
inside,  and  the  prosecutor  rented  it  for  the  week  of  the 

(b)  2  Ea.  P.  C.  497.  (c)  lb.  (d)  1  M.  &  Rob.  256- 


OXFORD  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  8  VICT.  585 

ir,  and  he  and  his  wife  slept  there  every  night  of  the  fair,         1844. 
during  one  night  of  which,  the  offence  was  committed;       k^^^ 
and  Mr.  Justice  Park,  after  consulting  Mr.  Justice  Little-     „    ^' 

_  ,       _         ,    , ,     ,  ,  «,  .  -I      ,^.       1  England. 

daie,  there  held,  that  that  was  a  sufficient  dwelling-house 
for  the  purpose  of  burglary. 

TiNDALi  C.  J. — ^There  the  person  rented  it  as  a  house. 

1  H.  Cooke, — ^This  hovel  had  no  window  in  it. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^I  have  seen  cottages  that  have  had  no 
windows  in  them. 

W.  H.  Cooke, — ^But  this,  like  the  warehouse  and  the 
bam,  was  not  built  for  a  dwelUng-house. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^This  place  never  having  been  built  for 
the  habitation  of  man,  and  the  person  who  slept  there  do- 
ing 80  without  leave  of  the  owner,  I  think,  that  it  was  not 
a  "  house  "  within  this  statute,  although  a  cottage,  however 
mean  or  wretched,  used  as  the  habitation  of  man,  would  be 
protected  by  its  enactments.    The  prisoner  must  be  ac^ 

quitted. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Greaves,  for  the  prosecution. 

IV.  H.  Cooke,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attornies — Edwards,  and  Smtfthiet,} 
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1844. 

jiugutt  13th.  Regina  V.  William  Jenkins  and  Four  Others. 

In  a  case  of  XVAPE. — ^The  prisoners  had  been  committed  on  a  charge 
file!  the  pro-  of  having  ravished  Ann  Batt,  and  also  on  a  charge  of  hay- 
before  *he*' rand  ^^S  robbed  her  of  two  shillings  and  four  sixpences,  a  basket, 
jury,  did  not      and  a  number  of  other  articles. 

know  the  names 
of  the  different 

prisoners,  but  Mr.  Morgan,  the  foreman  of  the  grand  jury,  came  into 
the  persons :  -~  Court  and  Stated  that  the  grand  jury  found  a  difficulty  in 
m!ld  jur*y  ^^*    *^'  ^^^^'  ^  ^^^  prosccutrix  did  not  know  the  prisonen. 

might  call  in 

wh^^o  wM  blfoJ^'      TiNDAL,  C.  J.— Does  she  know  the  persons,  though  she 

the  examining      ^OCS  UOt  kuOW  the  UamCS  ? 
magistrate  I  and 
there  saw  the 

prisoners,  and         Mr.  Morgan. — one  does. 

let  the  prose- 

the  different  TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Somc  othcr  witucss  will,  uo  doabt,  be 

fhi*  other  wu"!  »^^®  *o  a®*  *^®  names.  If,  when  the  prosecutrix  giiei 
ness  give  their    hg^  evidence  before  you,  some  other  witness  who  saw  tie 

names;  and  "  ^    ^ 

that,  if  the  pri-  prisoners  bcforc  the  examining  magistrate  be  also  benxe 

not^be  Wen-  jou,  the  prosecutrix  can  describe  the  persons  as  she  «» 

mode  ^they  *  them  bcforc  the  magistrate,  and  the  other  witness  will  giw 

might  be  you  the  name  of  each ;  but  if  the  prisoners  cannot  beidcn* 

brought  before 

the  grand  jury,  tified  in  this  modc,  they  can  be  brought  before  you. 

Sir  T,  Phillips,  for  the  prosecution. — ^If  a  constable  named 
Evan  Richards  is  before  the  grand  jury  while  the  pro*- 
cutrix  gives  her  evidence,  he  will  be  able  to  give  the  n0^ 
of  each  prisoner  whom  the  prosecutrix  describes. 

• 

The  prisoners  were  identified  before  the  grand  jvsj  ^ 
the  manner  suggested  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  withont 
their  being  brought  before  the  grand  jury,  who  returned* 
true  bill  on  each  of  the  charges. 

Sir  T.  Phillips,  for  the  prosecution. 

HuddUston,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — Davit,  and  Oafen,"] 


i 
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GLOUCESTER  ASSIZES. 


{Ciml  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF   JUSTICE    TINDAL. 


Fbwton  V.  HoLFORD,  Esq.,  Wilson,  and  Three  Others.     /4u(;tut  I6th. 

.KESPASS. — ^The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  in  an  action  of 
lat  the  defendants,  on  the  5th  of  July,  1843,  broke  the  e7e*frb*4ak^ 
iter-door  of,  and  entered  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plain-  >ng,Jnto  the 

plaintifTs 

ff.     Second  count,  for  breaking  the   outer-door  of  the  house,  in  which 
laintifiF's  house,  and  assaulting  his  son  and  servant  Francis  hive  pM 
tobert  Newton,  per  quod  servitium  amisit.      Third  count  q^^^^  T'** 
ike  the  second,  but  substituting  the  name  of  William  plaintiff  can- 
Philip  Newton,  for  that  of  Francis  Robert  Newton.     Plea  proof  (as  evi- 
-a  payment  into  Court  of  £2;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  uce)7tharnine 
ustained  no  greater  damages.  Replication,  that  the  plain-  '"onihs  after 

a^_  tne  trespass* 

iff  had  sustained  greater  damages.  one  of  the  de- 

fendants in- 
dicted him  for 

It  was  opened  by  the  plaintiff. — ^That  the  trespass  was  '^^Evidence  of 
ommitted  on  the  5th  of  July,  1843,  by  breaking  into  and  the  conduct  of 

the  parties  be- 
ttering his  house  to  take  him  on  a  writ  of  capias  ad  sa-  fore  the  tres- 

tfaciendum,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  of  reference  to*it, 
Mch  county  the  defendant  Mr.  Holford  was  then  high  might  be  re- 

•'  ^  o      ceivabie;  but 

^Ctiff ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  going  on  to  open,  that,  at  the  not  evidence  of 
'Hug  assizes  of  1844,  at  Gloucester,  the  defendant  Wilson  defendant  done 
dieted  him  (the  plaintiff)  for  perjury.  iL^r'^heTrf.- 

pass. 

T^iNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  that  you  are  not  entitled  to  go 
^  evidence  of  that.  You  sue  five  defendants  for  a  joint 
^pass,  and  you  propose  to  give  in  evidence  a  subsequent 
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Nkwton 

V. 
HOLFORD. 
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act  of  one  of  them.    How  can  a  subsequent  act  of  the  de* 
fendant  Wilson  a£Pect  Mr.  Holford^  the  higli  sheriff? 

The  plaintiff. — ^Does  not  your  Lordship  think  that  I  maj 
shew  malice  ? 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  is  not  an  action  for  a  malidoui 
prosecution,  but  is  an  action  for  a  joint  trespass,  committed 
by  five  persons.  I  think  that  you  might  shew  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  before  the  trespass,  if  it  had  reference  to  it; 
but  evidence  of  an  act  done  by  one  defendant,  long  after 
the  trespass  is,  I  think,  not  receivable. 

The  plaintiff. — I  will  not  open  that  part  of  the  case  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  in  person. 
•    Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  Greaves,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies-^fFtie,  and  Boodle."] 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Pearson  v. 
Lemaitre,  6  Scott,  N.  S.  607,  which 
was  an  action  for  a  libel,  the  plain- 
tiff, in  order  to  shew  quo  animo 
the  libel,  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  action,  was  written^  gave  in  evi- 
dence two  subsequent  letters  ad- 
dressed by  the  defendant  to  third 
parties,  containing  substantially  a 
repetition  of  the  slanderous  matter; 


and  it  was  held,  that  they  were  ]V^ 
perly  received,  though  the  libel  d^ 
clared  on  was  free  from  tmbigai^t 
and  the  letters  given  in  endeao 
were  written  after  the  colIlllieDe^ 
ment  of  the  action  ;  and  it  wMiiit 
held,  that  their  admissibOi^  ** 
not  affected  by  the  lapie  of  tiiM 
intervening  between  the  writiiV" 
the  respective  letters. 


^ 
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WESTERN  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  1844. 


DORCHESTER  ASSIZES. 


{Croum  Side). 

BEFORE    MB.   JUSTICE   WIOHTHAN. 


Reoina  V.  Richard  Jeans.  JulylQtk. 

Indictment  against  the  prisoner,  on  the  stat.  7  &  8  Tn  order  to 

Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16,  for  feloniously  wounding  a  horse,  the  maiiDingof 

property  of  his  master.    A  second  count  charged  the  pri-  *u^°?*.^*i*5 

loner  with  feloniously  maiming  the  horse  (a).  Geo.  4,  c.  80, 

••16,  it  18  €8* 

It  was  proved  that,  on  the  26th  of  March,  1844,  the  pri-  senUai  that  a 
loner  was  riding  the  horse  along  the  road  near  Sherborne,  ?     should*"' 
tad  that  the  horse  threw  him,  and  dragged  him  some  dis-  h»ve  been  in- 

'  ^^  flicted  on  the 

tance  along  the  ground,  and  that  the  prisoner  got  up  and  animal, 
laid  hold  of  the  tongue  of  the  animal,  a  part  of  which  was 
left  in  his  hand,  which  he  threw  away.     There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  the  prisoner  used  any  instrument,  nor 
^as  it  at  all  shewn  in  what  way  this  portion  of  the  tongue 
of  the  animal  had  been  separated  from  the  residue ;  but  it 
^^  stated  by  a  veterinary  surgeon,  that  it  might  possibly 
^^e  been  done  by  the  tongue  being  drawn  against  a  sharp 
^ttk  ^hich  the  animal  had.  It  was  proved  that  the  wound 
W  Iiecded,  and  that  the  horse  was  able  to  work  as  well  as 

'^^    A^  to  the  punishment  of  theie  offencea,  lee  the  stat  1  Vict.  c.  90, 
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1844.        before^  the  only  iojaiy  resnltiiig  from  the  Iocs  of  the  point 
of  its  toogne  being,  that  it  coold  not  eat  its  com  qmteio 


Rbgika 

*•  fast  as  before. 

JsAys. 


F.  EdwatdM,  for  the  prisoner. — ^I  submit  that  thii  n 
not  a  wounding,  as  no  instrument  was  used.  From  die 
cases  of  Rex  v.  Owens  {b)  and  Bex  ▼.  Hughes  {c),  it  appein 
that  the  use  of  some  instrument  is  necessary  to  constitnte 
a  wounding.  I  submit  also,  that  this  was  not  a  maiming 
of  the  horse,  on  two  grounds :  first,  to  constitute  a  maim- 
ing, the  injury  must  be  inflicted  on  some  member  of  the 
animates  body,  necessary  for  its  defence^  as  the  same  nik 
must  govern  what  is  to  be  considered  a  maiming  of  lo 
animal,  as  would  decide  the  question  with  regard  to  tlie 
human  frame;  and,  secondly,  the  injury  inflicted  hereii 
only  of  a  temporary  character,  and  to  constitute  maiming 
the  injury  must  be  permanent. 

Bevatiy  for  the  prosecution. — I  apprehend  that  the  chaige 
of  wounding  cannot  be  supported ;  but  that  this  wai  i 
maiming.  In  the  case  of  Rex  y.  Owens^  pouring  acid  into 
the  ear  of  a  mare,  which  ran  down  from  the  ear  into  tk 
eye  and  destroyed  the  sight,  was  held  to  be  maiming. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  (having  conferred  with  Paitettm,  J.)— I 
have  consulted  with  my  brother  Patteson,  and  he  agreei 
with  me  in  thinking  that  the  last  objection  of  Mr.  Si" 
wards  is  a  good  one.  There  is  no  such  permanent  injoxj 
inflicted  on  the  animal  in  this  case  as  will  support  the 
count  for  maiming.     The  prisoner  must  be  acquitted. 

Verdict — ^Not  guilty. 
Sevan,  for  the  prosecution. 

F,  Edwards,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Coode  ^  Sony  and  ChUty,"] 
{h)  M.  C.  C.  205.  (c)  2  C.  &  P.  420. 


] 
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1844(a). 


DURHAM  ASSIZES. 
{CivU  Side). 

BEFORE    MB.  JUSTICE    CBBSSWELL. 


r" 

waa  used. 


Charlton  v.  Gibson.  '^^if  25/^. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  money  paid,  and  on  ^'*  ^^  *". . 

'  *   ^       '  agreement  in 

an  account  stated.    Pleas — Ist^  except  as  to  £20,  non  as-  writing,  agreed 

sumpsU;  2ndly,  except  as  aforesaid,  set-off;  and,  thirdly,  &c.,"  for  the 

as  to  the  said  sum  of  £20,  payment  into  Court.  bundimr''^cer- 

The    action   was  brought  on  an  agreement  to  build  tain  cottages:— 

°  ®  Held,  that  pa- 

certain  cottages.     The  agreement  was  in  the  following  roi  evidence 

.  ^  could  not  be 

terms:—  given,  toexplain 

the  sense  in 

''Memorandum  of  agreement  made  between  A.  S.,  on  « building' 
behalf  of  the  owners  of  Trinden  Colliery,  of  the  one  part, 
and  B.  Charlton,  of  the  other  part.  The  said  B.  Charlton 
agrees  to  win  stones,  marie,  and  bum  lime  for  the  purpose 
of  building  sixty  cottages  at  Trinden  Colliery.  Such  ma- 
terials to  be  led  by  the  said  B.  Charlton,  and  delivered  at 
the  side  of  the  cottages^  sites  as  marked  out,  the  owners 
laying  a  railway  thereto.  The  stones  and  other  materials 
to  be  supplied  regularly  and  without  hindrance  or  stop- 
page to  the  masons  employed.  The  price  to  be  1^.  4d,  per 
superficial  yard.  This  price  includes  for  the  delivery  of 
such  materials  as  above,  and  also  railway  dues.^^ 

(a)  Reported  by  John  A.  Russell,  Esq.,  B.  A.,  of  Gray's  Inn,  barrister- 
at-Uw. 

VOL.  I.  N  N  N.  P. 
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1844.  The  above  agreement  was  put  an  end  to  by  the  parties 

Chaiilton     before  the  whole  of  the  cottages  were  built,  and  the  work 
^'  done  was  thereupon  measured  on  the  terms  of  the  agree- 

ment.    In  addition,  however,  to  the  charge  of  Is.  4d.  per 
superficial  yard  for  building,  the  plaintiff  made  a  sepante 
charge  for  tile-pointing  and  plastering  the  walls  and  floon 
of  the  cottages. 
To  the  allowance  of  this  separate  charge, 

Watson^  for  the  defendant,  objected.  He  contended,  that 
the  term  "  building/'  used  in  the  agreement,  must  be  takes 
to  include  tile-pointing  and  plastering ;  and  that,  therefiie^ 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  charge  extra  for  them.  He 
also  argued,  that  the  contract  involved  such  an  ambigm^ 
as  to  give  him  the  right  of  calling  witnesses,  to  shew  tliift 
the  parties  really  used  the  term  ''building''  in  the  aenie 
for  which  he  contended. 

Cresswell,  J.,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  tke 
contract  (A),  but  that  the  construction  thereof  was  fortbe 
Court  exclusively ;  and  he  also  expressed  himself  to  be  of 
opinion,  that  the  term  "  building,''  used  in  the  contnM^ 
could  not  be  taken  to  include  the  completion  of  the  bniU- 
ings  by  plastering  and  tile-pointing.  Accordingly  he  di- 
rected the  jury  to  find  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Granger  and  Hindmarch,  for  the  plaintiff. 

W.  H,  Watson  and  Otter ^  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiea — Briynal,  and  Afoar,'] 

(b)  See  the  law  on  this  suhject  Dom.  Proc.),  3  ClukSi^*^^* 

very  fuDy  and  clearly  stated  in  the  582  ;  particularly  in  the  opioiotf 

opinions  delivered  by  the  Judges  ofTindal,  L.  C.  J.,  and  Pari^^y  ^ 
in  the  case  of  Shore  v.  Wilson,  (in 
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1844. 

Doe  d,  Hindmarch  and  Another  t;.  Oliver.  jukf  25th. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  recover  The  wsent  of  a 

.  .^      .       .       tenant  at  will  is 

possession  of  a  dwelliug-house  and  premises^  situate  m  not  necessary 
Barnard  Castle,  in  the  county  of  Durham.  feet  a  ?ivery*of " 

It  appeared  that  one  H.  Myers  had  lived  on  the  premises  *«"'"• 
in  question  from  the  year  1812  up  to  the  year  1827.  Prior 
to  that  time  Oliver,  the  defendant,  had  married  the  daughter 
of  U.  Myers ;  and  it  was  proved  that  when  the  latter  quitted 
the  premises  in  1827  Oliver  entered  into  the  possession 
thereof^  and  that  he  had  continued  to  reside  upon  them  up 
to  the  time  at  which  the  present  action  was  brought.  It 
appeared  further  that  before  H.  Myers  quitted  the  pre- 
mises he  had  married,  and  had  had  a  son,  to  wit,  J.  Myers^ 
who  was  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  present 
action;  Margaret  Hindmarch,  the  other  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, had  been  the  widow  of  H.  Myers,  and  was  now  the 
widow  of  one  Hindmarch,  with  whom  she  had  intermarried 
after  H.  Myers's  death.  Proof  was  given  that  H.  Myers  had, 
some  time  before  his  decease,  executed  a  deed  of  feoffment 
with  livery  of  seisin  of  the  premises  in  question,  in  favour 
of  his  son  the  said  J.  Myers ;  and  that  after  the  death  of 
H.  Myers,  Oliver  had  been  repeatedly  requested  to  pay  the 
rent  for  the  said  premises  to  J.  Myers,  but  that  he  had 
refused  to  do  so,  alleging  that  he  had  a  right  to  the  said 
premises.  J.  Myers  now  claimed  to  recover  by  virtue  of 
the  aforesaid  deed  of  feoffment  and  livery  of  seisin.  It 
appeared,  however,  that  at  the  time  seisin  of  the  premises 
had  been  delivered  to  J.  Myers,  Oliver,  who  was  then  te- 
nant in  possession  and  present  on  the  premises,  did  not 
assent  thereto ;  and  that  J.  Myers  had  made  no  previous 
demand  of  possession.     Accordingly  it  was  objected  by 

Addison,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  livery  of  seisin  was 
void;  and  he  cited,  in  support  of  his  objection,  Co.  Litt. 
48.  b. 

N  N  2 


544 


CASES  ON  THE 


1844.  Cresswell,  J.,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  Oliver  wu, 

^     "^^^      at  the  time  livery  of  seisin  was  made,  merely  a  tenant  at 
will ;  and  that,  this  having  been  the  case,  his  assent  ww 


V. 

Oliykr. 


not  necessary  in  order  to  perfect  the  livery  (a). 


Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 


Bliss,  for  the  plaintiff. 


Addison,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — CouUhardy  and  /.  }Vard,'\ 
(a)  And  see  Com.  Dig.  "  Feoffment,"  B.  7 ;  Dy.  18  b ;  2  Rol.  4,l.li 


July  26th. 

A.  was  tenant 
of  a  farm  over 
which  two  rail- 
ways passed,  in 
respect  of 
which  tenant's 
damages  were 
payable  to  the 
owner  of  the 
land,  or  to  his 
lessees  or  te- 
nants.    A.  re- 
ceived the 
money : — 
Held,  that,  if 
the  land  cover, 
ed  by  the  rail- 
ways passed  to 
A.  by  the 
agreement  un- 
der which  he 
became  tenant, 
the  owner  could 
not  recover 
that  money  as 
money  had  and 
received  to  his 
use. 


Wilson  v.  Anderson. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.    Plea-nm 
assumpsit. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  certain  sums  of  m^ 
ney,  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  re- 
ceived to  his  use,  under  the  following  circumstances:— K 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  farm,  calW 
the  Dean-house  Farm,  of  which  the  defendant  was  the  tfr 
nant,  and  over  which  two  railways  passed.    In  respect  rf 
these  railways,  certain  way-leave  rents  were  payable  bytkc 
Marquis  of  Londonderry  and  the  Hetton  Coal  CompsDf; 
and  it  appeared  that  these  rents  had  been  sold  to  the  plsi^' 
tiff  when  he  purchased  the  estate.   In  addition  to  the  viy- 
leave  rents,  there  was  likewise  a  sum  of  £S  per  acre  i^ 
served  under  a  covenant  to  that  effect,  as  tenant's  isjnsff^ 
for  the  land  occupied  by  the  railways ;  and  such  sum  w»> 
made  payable  by  the  covenant  to  the  ''  persons  seised  or 
possessed,  or  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  &c.  of  the  ^^ 
land,  or  his  or  their  lessees  or  tenants."  At  the  time  whc^ 
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the  plaintiff  bought  the  estate^  the  defendant  was  in  the         1844. 
occapation  of  Dean-house  Farm ;  and  up  to  that  time  the       wilson 
aforesaid  £3  per  acre  had  been  regularly  received  by  him,  «'• 

as  tenant's  damages.  He  had  likewise  contmued  to  receive 
the  said  sums  since  the  plaintiff  had  become  the  owner  of 
the  property.  The  latter,  however,  claimed  to  be  the  party 
entitled  to  receive  the  said  monies ;  and  it  was  in  order  to 
recover  the  same  from  the  defendant,  that  the  present  ac- 
tion had  been  brought.  In  the  agreement  under  which 
the  defendant  had  become  tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  no  re- 
servation of  the  sums  payable  as  tenant's  damages  had 
been  made  to  the  latter. 

Under  these  circumstances^  it  was  contended  by 

Granger,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover.  It  was  clear,  that,  under  the  covenant 
whereby  the  sums  payable  for  tenant's  damages  were  re- 
served, such  sums  were  of  right  payable  to  the  tenant.  But 
the  true  question  was,  had  the  land  which  was  covered  by 
the  railways  ever  been  severed  from  the  farm ;  and  he  ar- 
gued, that  it  was  plain  that  this  had  not  been  the  case,  in- 
asmuch as  it  had  been  proved  that  the  tenant's  damages 
had  always  been  paid  to  the  tenant  himself.  Again,  there 
was  no  reservation  of  the  tenant's  damages  in  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  the  parties,  and  the  payment 
was,  therefore,  properly  made  to  the  defendant. 

Watson,  contra,  argued  that  the  right  to  receive  a  money 
payment,  such  as  that  now  in  dispute,  could  not  be  taken 
to  have  passed  to  the  defendant  under  a  mere  agreement 
to  let  the  land. 

Cbessw£LL,  J«,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say,  whether  the  land  covered  by  the  railways  formed  part 
of  the  Dean-house  Farm,  and  whether  it  passed  by  the 
agreement  to  the  defendant.    Because,  if  it  did,  he  had 
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1844. 
Wilson 

V. 

Anderson. 


not  received  the  money  to  the  plaintiff's  use^  and  the  latter 
would  not  be  entitled  to  recover. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 
JV.  H.  Watson,  Ingham,  and  H.  Chriffith,  for  the  plaintiC 
Granger  and  Robinson,  for  the  defendant 

[Attornies — Felly  and  Manhalls.^ 


July  26th,        COLLINSON    V,    NEWCASTLE   AND    DaRLINGTOX   BaILWAT 

Company. 


1  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  to  recover,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  *'  Newcastle  and  Darlington  Railway  Act"(«), 
certain  penalties  for  destroying  a  road.  Plea — ^the  genenl 
issue,  by  statute. 


A  railway  act 
imposed  a  pe- 
nalty  on  the 
company  for 
the  interrup- 
tion of  any 
road  I  and,  in 
the  case  of  a 

private  road,  made  the  penalty  "  payable  to  the  owner  thereof:" — Held,  that  the  tenant  oftk 
farm  over  which  the  road  passed  could  not  sue  for  the  penalty.  The  same  act  enacted|thrt 
any  penalty  imposed  thereby,  the  recovery  of  which  was  not  otherwise  provided  for,  might  In 
recovered  by  summary  proceeding,  upon  complaint  before  two  or  more  justices : — Held,  tluU  l^ 
did  not  bar  the  party  entitled  from  his  remedy  by  action  at  law. 


(a)  5  Vict.sess.  2,  c.lxxx,8s.  263, 
264.  Section  263  enacts,  **  That, 
if,  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  by 
this  act  granted,  any  part  of  any 
road,  whether  carriage-road,  horse- 
road,  tram-road,  or  railway,  either 
public  or  private,  be  found  neces- 
sary to  be  gone  across,  cut  through, 
raised,  sunk,  or  taken,  so  that  it 
will  be  so  much  injured  thereby  as 
to  be  impassable  for,  or  dangerous 
to  travellers,  passengers,  or  car- 
riages, or  to  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  use  thereof,  the  company  shall, 
before  the  commencement  of  any 
such  operations,  cause  a  sufficient 


road  to  be  made,  instead  of  theiM^ 
to  be  interfered  with;  and  toA 
substituted  road  shaU,  at  the  ex- 
penses of  the  company,  be  mi^ 
and  maintained  in  a  state  as  eoB- 
venient  for  passengers  and  ctf^ 
riages  as  the  road  to  intei^ 
with,  or  as  nearly  so  as  can  be." 

Sect.  264  enacU,  «  That,  if  tb« 
company  do  not  cause  another  tof- 
ficient  road  to  be  so  made  befofv 
they  interfere  with  any  such  ex- 
isting road  as  aforesaid,  they  ilu^ 
forfeit  twenty  pounds  for  ererjitj 
during  which  such  substituted  rot^ 
shall  not  be  made  after  the  taa^ 
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plaintiff  in  this  case  was  the  tenant  of  a  farm  in 
mship  of  Skemingham,  and  it  appeared^  that^  in 
)  get  to  Darlington  Market^  he  had  been  in  the 
f  using  a  private  road  which  passed  through  his 
ad  which  led  into  the  main  road  from  Durham  to 
i»n.  The  defendants^  however^  in  cutting  their 
,  intersected  the  above  road^  so  as  to  cut  off  the 
'^8  communication  with  the  public  road^  and  there- 
'ent  him  from  getting  to  Darlington^  except  by 
considerable  distance  round  about ;  and  it  appear- 
y  in  order  to  do  this,  he  was  obliged  to  apply  to 
;hbours  for  leave  to  use  their  roads.  This  inter- 
was  continued  for  a  period  of  thirteen  weeks. 
)Iaintiff^s  case  being  closed,  it  was  submitted  by 


1844. 

COLLIMBOM 
V. 

Nbwcastlb 

AND 

Dablinotom 
Railway  Co. 


ley,  for  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  must  be 
Bd.  In  the  first  place,  the  statute  under  which  the 
'  claimed  enacted,  that  the  penalties  thereby  im- 
n  cases  like  the  present,  should  ''be  paid  to  the 
,  commissioners,  surveyor,  or  other  person  having 
:agement  of  such  road,  if  a  public  road,  or,  in  case  of 
froadj  to  the  omner  thereof;"  and  he  contended,  that, 
ills  enactment,  the  owner  only,  and  not  the  occu- 
8  entitled  to  sue  for  the  penalties  in  question.  If 
int  was  entitled  to  be  indemnified  under  the  statute 
t  must  be  under  some  one  of  the  compensation 
[b) ;  and  if  he  were  not,  he  was  still  entitled  to  a 
against  his  landlord.  But,  in  the  second  place, 
18  another  question,  namely,  whether  these  penalties 
lot  have  been  proceeded  for  summarily.  Section 
;he  act  was  as  follows  : — "  And,  for  the  purpose  of 


have  been  interrupted; 
penalty  shall  be  paid  to 
»e8,  commissioners,  sur- 
other  person  having  the 
ent  of  such  road,  if  a 
d,  or^in  case  of  a  private 


road,  to  the  owner  thereof,  and, 
when  paid  in  respect  of  any  public 
road  shall  be  applied  for  the  pur-> 
poses  thereof." 

(b)  See  88. 161-164. 
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1844.         providing  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  or  forfeitures  im- 

CoLLiNsoN     posed  by  this  act,  or  by  any  bye-laws  made  in  pnrsosnoe 

V,  thereof,  the  recovery  of  which  is  not  otherwise  provided  far, 

AND         be  it  enacted,  that  every  snch  penalty  or  forfeiture  may  be 

Ra^lway^o.  recovered  by  summary  proceeding  upon  complaint  mide 

before  two  or  more  justices/'  Now  the  penalties  aonght 
to  be  recovered  in  the  present  case  were  penalties  the  r^ 
covery  whereof  was  not  otherwise  provided  for;  they  thei^ 
fore  came  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  section,  sal 
should  have  been  proceeded  for  in  a  summary  manner,  m 
therein  directed. 

Cbesswell,  J. — ^As  to  your  second  objection,  you  read 
the  word  "  may''  as  if  it  were  '^  must ;"  but  besides  this,  no 
express  remedy  need  be  provided  in  order  to  entide  a  pvtf 
to  sue  for  penalties  imposed  by  an  act  of  Parliament,  and 
your  argument,  therefore,  does  not  apply.  On  the  other 
objection,  namely,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  the  oc- 
cupier merely,  and  not  the  owner,  I  shall  direct  thejmy 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants  acoordingljr. 

Knowles  and  Granger ^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Wortley  and  Addison,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Allison,  and  Richardson,2 
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BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF   BARON    POLLOCK. 


Lamb  and  Another  v.  Newbiooin  and  Another.  July  30ih. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass.   The  declaration  contained  A  misjoinder  in 

_  -r^.  i»ii-  i^»ii  *^®  declaration 

several  counts.     First^  for  breaking  and  entering  the  close  is  no  ground 
of  the  plaintiflTs  covered  with  water,  and  with  nets  fishing  the  p?Sntiff"ft 
in  the  said  close  for  fish.     Second,  for  breaking  and  enter-  ^**® ',^'*** 

^  ,         ,  Where  a  pn- 

ing  the  several  fishery  of  the  plaintifi^s,  and  fishing  in  the  vate  river  runs 
said  fishery  for  fish.    Third,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  minof,  the  pre- 
free-fishery  of  the  plaintifi's,  and  fishing  in  the  said  fishery  ^w  i^s 'JhVeach 
for  fish.     Fourth,  for  taking  and  carrying  away  the  fish  of  owner  of  land 

.         •■••/«»  If  •  I  i»  within  the 

the  plaintiffs,  and  disposing  thereof.  manor  and  on 

To  this  declaration  there  were  several  pleas,  on  which,  river  iiMthV*** 
respectively,  issues  were  joined ;  and  the  principal  question  fjght  of  fishing 
arising  from  these  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs  possessed  the  land;  and  if  the 
exclusive  right  of  fishing  in  that  part  of  a  certain  manor  several  fishery, 
caUed  the  manor  of  Crawcrook  which  abutted  on  the  river  ***  ™k*!  °?'^® 

out  that  claim 
Tyne,  by  evidence. 

,  From  the 

The  plaintiffs  were  lords  of  the  said  manor  of  Crawcrook.  words  of  a  deed 
The  defendants  were  the  servants  of  one  George  Hill,  who  J*he  lord  claim- 
was  the  owner  of  land  within  the  said  manor,  and  which  ^^^'ted^to*'" 

land  abutted  on  the  river  Tyne.     It  appeared,  that,  by  in-  'a"c  a  pre- 
sumption that 
dentures  of  the  23rd  and  24th  January,  1693,  made  be-  the  right  of 

tween  Balph  Camaby  and  Sir  John  Swinburn,  of  the  one  "i'th^n  the  ma- 
part,  and  Robert  Surtees  and  John  Stevenson,  of  the  other  P?"^  pawed  to 

*        '  ^  ^  '  him  by  that 

part,  the  said  Camaby  and  Swinburn  conveyed  to  the  deedasappur. 
said  Surtees  and  Stevenson  ^'  All  that  their  or  one  of  their  manor:— iy*/,/ 
sianor  or  township  of  Crawcrook,  with  all  its  rights,  mem-  J^^  ^^^^  P''*- 
liers,  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  situate,  lying,  rebutted  by 
and  being  in  the  parish  of  Ryton,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  fore  the  dateVf 
and  also  all  that  messuage,  &c.,  and  all  that  their  or  one  owners  ©Hand 
of  their  free-fishery  in  the  river  of  Tyne,  then  or  then  late  ^*'*>»°  ^*^« 

manor  and  on 

in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  the  said  Ralph  Carnaby  or  the  bank  of  the 
his  assigns;'' Together  with  all  '^ fishings,  ponds,  righ^toffrle! 

fishery  therein. 
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1844.         pools/'  &c.,  ''  courts  baron/'  &c     "  To  hold/'  &c. :  and  it 
was  under  this  deed  that  the  plaintiffs  now  claimed. 
At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case^ 

Temple,  for  the  defendants^  submitted,  that  the  plaintiffii 
should  be  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as  there  was  a  misjoinder 
in  the  declaration. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  however,  refused  to  take  notice  of  theob* 
jection,  or  to  order  the  plaintiffs  to  elect  on  which  of  the 
counts  of  the  declaration  they  would  proceed,  on  the  gromi^ 
that  he  had  nothing  to  do  but  to  look  at  the  record,  and  to 
direct  the  jury  on  the  issues  there  raised. 

Temple  then  contended,  that  the  deed  of  the  24ith  Ji- 
nuary,  1693,  did  not  pass  the  fishery  as  one  of  the  manonil 
rights,  but  as  something  distinct  therefrom.  As  a  genenl 
principle,  the  owner  of  the  soil  was  entitled  to  the  rigbt  of 
fishing  in  front  of  his  land  up  to  mid«stream ;  and  tke 
deed  in  question  could  not  have  been  intended  to  pi« 
more  than  this  right.  Indeed,  this  was  plain  from  the  deed 
itself,  for  the  words  there  used  were  *'  free-fishery." 

In  confirmation  of  this  view  of  the  case,  several  deeds  re- 
lating to  various  parts  of  the  manor  in  question  were  the& 
given  in  evidence;  and,  amongst  others,  a  deed  bearing 
date  in  the  year  1672,  which  was  a  conveyance  by  tke 
owner  of  part  of  the  said  manor  called  the  "  Stanneii» 
together  with  "  a  free-fishery  in  the  river  of  Tyne  to  the 
said  premises  belonging.'^ 

Murphy,  Serjeant,  in  reply,  argued,  that  it  was  evident, 
from  the  general  wording  of  the  deed  of  24th  Jannaiyi 
1693,  that  the  fishery  did  pass  as  appurtenant  to  the  manor, 
because  the  "  court-baron,''  without  which  no  manor  conW 
e  xist,  passedin  the  same  way. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  (in  summing  up). — Claims  of  this  kind 
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must  be  strictly  proved^  inasmucli  as  they  are  in  derogation  1844. 
of  the  general  common-law  rights  of  her  Majesty's  sub-  Lamb 
jects  (a).    The  claim  of  the  present  plaintiffs  extends  to  the  V' 

iii.  /.It  fi    Newbigoin. 

right  of  fishing  along  the  whole  of  that  part  of  the  shore  of 
the  river  Tyne  which  is  within  the  manor  of  Crawcrook. 
Now  the  common-kw  presumption  is,  that,  where  land  is 
possessed  by  different  parties  on  either  side  of  a  river,  the 
right  of  fishing  in  the  river  belongs  to  each  ad  medium 
fitum  aqtue.  It  has  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs, 
that,  where  a  private  river  runs  through  a  manor,  the  right 
of  fishing  along  the  shore  thereof  j^rtmd/acie  belongs  ex- 
dnsively  to  the  lord.  My  opinion,  however,  is,  that  the 
presumption  of  law  is  the  other  way ;  and  that  whoever 
owns  the  land  which  abuts  on  the  river  must  be  taken  to 
own  the  water  in  front  thereof,  and  the  right  to  fish  there ; 
so  that,  if  the  lord  claims  a  several  fishery,  he  must  make 
out  that  claim  by  evidence  (i).  As  to  the  indenture  of 
the  24th  January,  1693,  the  question  is,  what  is  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  '^  free-fishery"  used  therein  ? — what  did  it 
convey  ?  I  think  that  you  cannot  infer  that  the  fishery  was 
of  necessity  disannexed  from  the  manor  by  the  way  in 
which  it  was  conveyed  by  that  deed :  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  deed  is,  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  put  in  by  the  plaintiffs,  fully  answered  by  the 
documents  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
particularly  by  the  deed  of  1672,  because  each  of  those 
documents  conveys  a  free-fishery,  a  right  which  the  com- 
Knon  law  would  have  given  to  the  owners  of  the  soil  within 
the  manor,  supposing  there  had  been  no  evidence  to  the 
contrary.  If,  then,  there  was  any  free-fishery  in  the  Tyne 
belonging  to  the  ''  Stanners,'^  this  circumstance  is,  in  my 
opinion,  utterly  destructive  of  the  plaintiffs'  case ;  but  the 
deed  of  1672,  which  is  twenty-one  years  older  than  the 

(a)  And  see  per  Lord  Hale,  1  Royal  Piscary  of  (he  Banne,  de- 
Mod.  Rep.  105.  cided  in  the  King's  Court  in  Ire- 

(d)  See  Haigrave*s  Tracts,  Vol.  land,  Mich.,  8  Jac,  Davis's  Re- 
ly p.  5 ;    and   The  Can  of  the  ports,  57^  1.  4. 
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1844.        deed  produced  hy  the  plaintiffs^  appears  to  me  to  sfaar 
Lamb        thst,  in  fact,  this  was  so ;  and  we  may  therefore,  I  think, 
f>-  conclnde,  that,  by  the  term  "  free-fishery"  in  the  indenture 

of  the  24th  January,  1693,  there  was  intended  to  be  psMed 
nothing  more  than  the  same  right  of  fishing,  which,  it  ^ 
pears,  was  claimed  by  every  one  who  had  land  within  tb 
manor  along  the  bank  of  the  river. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Murphy,  Serjeant,  Robinson,  and  Udall,  for  the  plaintifi. 
Temple  and  Otter,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies— J?(mver,  and  SwmbumeJ] 


NEWCASTLE  ASSIZES. 


{avU  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF   BARON    POLLOCK. 


August  IsL  Chapman  v.  Annett. 

Where  the  1  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  plaintiffi 

of  exchange  (who  was  the  public  oflSccr  of  the  Newcastle  Bank),  asia* 

li^  of  thTcUs.'  dorsee,  against  the  defendant,  as  drawer  of  a  bill  of  »• 

honour  thereof,  change.     Plcas — Ist,  that  the  defendant  did  not  make  the 

but  has  subse-  .  ., 

quentiy  pro-  bill ;  2udly,  that  he  did  not  indorse  the  said  bill ;  8iav' 

hl^Sembie,  that  he  had  not  had  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  thereof. 
mrJe'doesi         Under  the  issue  raised  by  the  third  plea,  the  folloiriDg 

admit  the  no-  evidence  was  given  : — A  clerk  of  the  bank  was  called,  trbo 

tice,  but  merely 

waives  it.  Stated,  that  it  was  his  duty  to  give  notice  of  the  dishonon* 

of  all  bills  which  were  returned  to  the  bank,  and  that  k 
was  in  the  habit  of  giving  such  notices  accordingly*   B^ 


\ 
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d,  however^  no  recollection  or  belief  on  the  subject  of  his         1844. 
kving  given  notice  of  dishonour  of  the  bill  on  which  the      chIpmIn 
esent  action  was  brought.     He  also  stated^  that  he  had        ^  v* 
id  a  conversation  with  the  defendant  about  the  bill^  and 
at^  in  the  course  of  that  conversation^  the  defendant  had 
id^  that  he  would  try  to  get  Pringle^  the  acceptor,  to 
ly  it. 

One  Thompson,  who  was  the  agent  of  the  bank,  was 
len called;  and  he  stated,  that,  after  the  bill  had  been  re- 
imed  to  the  bank,  he  likewise  had  had  some  conversa- 
ioiL  with  the  defendant  with  reference  thereto ;  that  upon 
06  occasion  the  defendant  had  said  to  him,  that  "  he  was 
inzious  about  the  bill,  as  he  thought  that  Pringle  had  not 
>een  prosperous  in  his  speculations,  and  that  he  would  call 
t  his  (Thompson's)  office,  and  have  the  matter  arranged  -/* 
id  that,  on  another  occasion,  the  defendant  had  said,  that 
be  woidd  have  the  bill  taken  up.'' 
Xhompson  likewise  stated,  that  there  was  a  book  kept 
the  bank  in  which  the  previous  witness  should  have 
iide  an  entry  of  the  notice.  That  book,  however,  was  not 
oduced. 
Tinder  these  circumstances,  it  was  submitted,  by 

•Kfunoles,  for  the  defendant,  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
srdict  on  the  third  issue;  and  he  contended  that  there 
aa  nothing  in  the  conversations  to  which  the  witnesses 
Gtd  spoken,  which  amounted  to  evidence  of  a  promise  by 
le  defendant  to  pay  the  bill;  inasmuch  as  it  was  quite 
tesistent  with  what  had  passed  on  those  occasions,  that  he 
leant  merely  to  endeavour  to  get  the  bill  taken  up  by 
'ringle. 

ffiaison,  contrk,  argued  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  pro- 
^iae  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  bill,  and  that  such  pro- 
mise must  be  taken  to  admit  everything  which  it  was  ne- 
Caiary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to 
Quintain  his  action ;  and  he  referred,  in  support  of  this 
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Chapman 

V. 

Annktt. 


position^  to  the  cases  of  Hopes  v.  Alder  (a),  Brett  v.  le- 
vett  (A),  and  Rogers  v.  Stepliens  (c). 

Pollock^  C.  B. — The  promise  to  pay  does  not  neoem- 
rily  admit  the  notice^  although  it  may  waive  it.  It  appean 
to  me^  that  in  the  present  case  the  defendant's  converw- 
tions  did  amount  to  a  promise  to  pay;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  notice^  and  it  is  for  the  Court  to  uj 
what  is^  under  these  circumstances,  the  legal  effect  of  tlie 
subsequent  promise.  At  present  I  shall  direct  a  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  third  issue  (d). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  1st  and  2Dd 
issues,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  3rd. 

W,  H,  Watson  and  Otter^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Knowles,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Woodman^  and  BramwelL] 


(a)  6  East,  16. 

(b)  13  East,  213. 

(c)  2  T.  R.  713.  And  see  Lun- 
die  V.  Robertson,  7  East,  231,  and 
Croxon  V.  Worthen^  5  M.  &  W.  5. 

{d)  See  on  tiiis  subject  the  cases 
of  Hicks  V.  The  Duke  of  Beaufnrt^ 
5  Scott,  598 ;  Brownell  v.  Bonney, 
1  Ad.  &  E.,  N.  S.,  39 ;  CurUtvis  v. 
Corfield,  Id.  814;  and  Bell  v. 
Frankis,  5  Scott,  N.  R.,  460.  From 
these  cases  it  appears  that  evidence 
such  as  that  which  was  given  in  the 
case  reported  in  the  text  has,  at 
least  since  the  introduction  of  the 
new  rules  of  pleading,  been  gene- 
rally considered  rather  as  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  might  infer 
that  the  defendant  had  received  a 
regular  notice  of  dishonour,  than  as 
amounting  to  evidence  that  such 


notice  had  been  waived:  and  it  is 
clear,  that,  if  this  view  of  the  cue 
be  the  correct  one,  those  dedwiii 
are  not  inconsistent  with  the  Net 
Rules,  inasmuch  as  the  eridencc 
given  therein  was  admitted  merelj 
in  order  to  decide  the  issue,  whe- 
ther notice  had,  in  fact,  been  ffft^ 
or  not.  But  if,  on  the  coDtniji 
according  to  the  opinion  intimited 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  the 
above  case  of  Chapman  v.  Aitu^ 
the  subsequent  promise  to  piy  he 
rather  a  waiver  of  notice  of  dis- 
honour, than  primd  facie  pw» 
that  such  notice  has  been  gim^ 
then  it  would  seem  that  the  vitf^ 
ment  of  notice  in  the  declaxiti' 
would  not,  under  the  NewRole^ 
supported  by  such  evidence. 
Bur^h  V.  Lepge,  5  M.  &  W.418- 
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Geeckie  and  Another  t;.  Monck^  Bart.  August  2nd. 

XHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  on  an  affreement  by  Whereaplain- 

,  .  tiff  had  obtain- 

fche  defendant  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  to  use  the  fodder  and  ed  from  a 
manure  which  were  on  certain  premises  let  to  them  by  the  berran^rde™" 
said  agreement^  according  to  good  husbandry  and  the  cus-  ^^^  ^^VV^a 
torn  of  the  country,  and  to  allow  what  should  not  be  so  ciaration  on 
used  to  remain  on  the  premises;  and  alleging  as  a  breach,  costs,  but  had 
that  the  fodder  and  manure  were  not  so  allowed  to  remain  °^'e™dmem  * 
on  the  said  premises,  but  were  removed.     There  was  a  plea  the  judge  who 

tried  the  cause 

of  payment  of  iSll  into  court,  and  an  averment  that  the  refused  to  ai- 
plaintiffs  had  sustained  no  damages  ultra.     On  this  aver-  ^^^^^^  \q  H  *" 

ment  issue  was  lOined.  amended  at  the 
•'  trial,  under  the 

When  the  agreement  was  put  in  evidence,  there  appeared  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
to  be  a  variance  between  it  and  the  contract  set  forth  in  '  ' 
the  declaration.  It  likewise  appeared,  that  an  application 
had  been  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  a  Judge  at  chambers,  in 
order  to  have  the  declaration  amended,  and  that  the  learned 
Judge  had  made  an  order,  permitting  the  amendment  to 
be  made  on  payment  of  costs.  The  declaration,  however, 
had  not  been  amended. 

Archbold,  for  the  plaintiffs,  now  applied  for  leave  to 
imend  the  declaration  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42, 
8.28. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  however,  refused  to  allow  the  amend- 
ment    He  doubted  whether  he  had  power  under  the  sta- 
tute to  give  leave  to  amend  the  declaration  in  the  manner 
proposed ;  but  whether  this  were  so,  or  not,  he  could  not, 
'uider  any  circumstances,  have  allowed  the  amendment  in 
™*  case, — because  leave  had  been  given  by  a  Judge  at 
^hanabers  to  have  the  amendment  made  on  payment  of 
*^t8,  and  as  the  plaintiffs  had  not  taken  advantage  of  that, 
he  Could  not  now  make  the  order  required. 

The  plaintiffs  were  therefore  nonsuited. 
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Arclibold  and  Udall,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

W.  H.  Watson  and  Otter,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies— fFe(^or<?,  and  Meggittm  Sf  Co.] 


{Croum  Side). 


BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF    BARON    POLLOCK. 


August  2rd, 

Semble,  if 
A.  kill  B.  un- 
der  provocation 
of  a  blow  not 
suflSciently 
violent  in  itself 
to  render  the 
killing  man- 
slaughter, but 
the  blow  be 
accompanied  by 
very  aggravat- 
ing words  and 
gestures,  that 
will  be  but 
manslaughter 
in  A 


Reoina  v.  Mark  Sherwood. 

In  this  case  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of 
his  wife. 

It  appeared^  from  the  evidence  of  the  niece  of  the  deceaaedi 
that,  on  the  evening  before  the  murder  was  supposed  to  htfe 
been  committed,  the  prisoner  and  the  deceased  had  been 
quarrelling,  and  that  upon  that  occasion  the  deceased  hid 
been  very  violent,  having  made  use  of  very  aggravating  lan- 
guage to  the  prisoner,  as  well  as  of  very  indecent  and  insult- 
ing gestures.  In  the  course  of  the  evening,  however,  tke 
prisoner  and  his  wife  became  in  some  measure  reconciled; 
and  the  witness  accordingly  left  their  house,  promising  to 
call  again  on  the  following  morning.  On  her  return  next 
morning,  she  found  her  aunt  lying  dead.  The  deceased 
had  a  wound  in  the  throat,  which  the  medical  men  coin 
sidered  had  caused  her  death,  and  which  they  likewise 
considered  had  been  inflicted  with  some  sharp  instrument, 
such  as  a  razor.  Within  a  short  distance  of  the  deceased, 
there  was  found  lying  a  sweeping-brush ;  and  it  was  in 
such  a  position,  as  that  it  might  be  supposed  to  have  iailen 
from  the  hand  of  the  deceased,  presuming  that  a  scuffle  bad 
taken  place  before  the  fatal  wound  had  been  inflicted. 

WUkins,  (in  addressing  the  jury  for  the  prisoner),  con- 
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1,  ihat|  although  no  provocation  by  words  only  would         1844. 
ficient  to  reduce  the  offence  of  murder  to  that  of       r^oiha 
anghter^  yet  if  the  killing  took  place  in  consequence     ^     *• 
provocation  caused  by  a  blow,  such  as  a  box  on  the 
ich  provocation  would  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose, 
irther  argued,  that,  assuming  this  to  be  the  law, 
risoner  must  be  taken  to  have  been  guilty  of  man- 
lier only.    The  probability  was,  that  the  prisoner 
.e  deceased  had  again  quarrelled ;  that  the  latter,  be- 
tting language  and  gestures  similar  to  those  which 
d  used  in  the  presence  of  her  niece,  had,  upon  this 
1  occasion,  struck  the  prisoner  with  the  brush  ;  and 
;  was  in  consequence  of  the  provocation  thus  given, 
lie  prisoner  had  made  the  assault  upon  her  which 
kused  her  death. 

xocK,  C.  B.,  (in  summing  up). — I  think  the  learned 

d  for  the  prisoner  has  laid  down  his  proposition  too 

!y.     It  is  true  that  no  provocation  by  words  only 

dnce  the  crime  of  murder  to  that  of  manslaughter  (a) ; 

18  equally  true  that  every  provocation  by  blows  will 

kve  this  effect,  particularly  when,  as  in  this  case,  the 

er  appears  to  have  resented  the  blow  by  using  a 

n  calculated  to  cause  death  {b).     Still,  however,  if 

be  a  provocation  by  blows  which  would  not  of  itself 

r  the  killing  manslaughter,  but  it  be  accompanied  by 

provocation  by  means  of  words  and  gestures  as  would 

ciliated  to  produce  a  degree  of  exasperation  equal  to 

'hich  would  be  produced  by  a  violent  blow,  I  am  not 

■ed  to  say  that  the  law  will  not  regard  these  circum- 

8  as  reducing  the  crime  to  that  of  manslaughter 

c). 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty  of  murder. 

Lard  Morley*9  case,   Kel.  (c)  Mr.  Justice  Foster  states  the 

Sale,  P.  C.  456.  law  on  this  subject  in  the  follow- 

ee,  per  HoU,  C.  J.,  in  Sted-  ing  terms:—"  Words  of  reproach, 

(ue,  Foster,  C.  L.  292.  how  grievous  soever,  are  not  a  pro- 

.1,  o  o  N.  P. 
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Regina 

V, 

Sbbrwood. 


Ingham  and  Untkank^  for  the  prosecatioii. 


Wilkins,  for  the  prisoner. 

vocation  sufficient  to  free  the  partj 
killing  from  the  guilt  of  murder. 
Nor  are  indecent  provoking  actions 
or  gestures,  expressive  of  contempt 
or  reproach,  without  an  assault  upon 
the  person.  This  rule  will,  I  con- 
ceive, govern  every  case  where  the 
party  killing  upon  such  provocation 
maketh  use  of  a  deadly  weapon,  or 
otherwise  manifesteth  an  intention 
to  kill,  or  to  do  some  great  bodily 
harm;  but  if  he  had  given  the 
other  a  box  on  the  ear,  or  had 
struck  him  with  a  stick  or  other 
weapon  not  likely  to  kill,  and  had 


unluckily  and  against  his  isleB- 
tion  killed,  it  had  been  but  hm- 
slaughter."  (Fos.  Cr.L.  290,191). 
From  this  it  would  appear  thstdMk 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  dn^ 
even  where  provoking  words  «lf 
were  used,  yet,  if  the  party  lem^ 
ed  them  by  a  blow  or  with  nmr 
strument  not  calculated  to  pnfa 
death,  he  would  be  guilty  ef  mah 
slaughter  only.  And  on  this  pMl 
the  Judges  were  divided  in  opjaiav 
in  a  case  argued  at  Serjeant's  Ih^ 
26  Car.  2,  reported  in  Kelyog,  IS\. 


APPLEBY  ASSIZES. 
{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF   BARON    POLLOCK. 


August  10th. 

If  a  copyholder 
make  a  lease 
which  is  not 
according  to  the 
custom  of  the 
manor,  the 
lessee  may 
nevertheless 
maintain  eject- 
ment thereon. 


Doe  d.  Robinson  v.  Boubfield. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  claimed  to  hold  the  pi^ 
mises  in  question  as  tenant  from  year  to  year  of  one  Thontf^ 
Scott^  who  was  customary  tenant  of  the  said  premises;  ^ 
further  appeared^  that,  in  the  month  of  November,  18fi 
the  said  Thomas  Scott  had  granted,  by  an  instrument  oo^ 
seal,  a  term  of  twelve  years  in  the  said  premises  to  BobiS' 
SOD,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  this  lease  was  nowps^ 
in,  in  order  to  shew  Robinson^s  title.  It  was  proved,  hof' 
ever,  that,  in  the  manor  in  which  the  premises  in  dispv^ 
were  situated,  there  was  a  custom  that  no  one  ooold  \^ 
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for  a  longer  period  than  three  years^  without  the  license  of 
the  lord ;  and  it  was  accordingly  contended,  by 

Knowles,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  lease  under  which 
Bobinson  claimed  was  void,  and  that  therefore  the  legal 
estate  was  not  in  him. 


1844. 


r. 

BOUSFIELD. 


G.  Atkinson,  contra,  argued,  that,  although  (assuming  the 
custom  to  exist)  the  lease  in  question  might  be  void  as 
against  the  lord  of  the  manor,  it  was  still  a  good  and  valid 
lease  in  so  far  as  regarded  all  other  parties,  and  in  conse- 
^pienoe  afforded  sufiScient  evidence  of  Robinson^s  title. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  thought,  that,  even  if  the  lease  were  void 
by  the  custom  as  a  lease  for  twelve  years,  it  would  still  enure 
as  a  valid  lease  for  three  years;  and  that  therefore  it  was 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
G,  Atkinson,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Knowles  and  Greig,  for  the  defendant. 

[ Attornies —  Wilson  8f  Scott,  and  Weymys,"] 


In  the  next  term  Knowles  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict; 
but  the  Ck)urt,  (of  Queen's  Bench),  after  time  taken  to  con- 
dder,  refused  to  grant  a  rule,  on  the  ground  that  the 
lease  was  good  against  all  parties  except  the  lord,  and  that 
the  lessee  might,  therefore,  maintain  ejectment  ttlereon  (a). 


(m)  See  the  case  of  Doe  d. 
Dmaider  and  others  v.  Tressider, 
1  Ad.  &  E.,  N.  S.,  416,  and  1  G. 
k  Dav.  70,  in  which  the  rule  laid 
lovn  on  this  subject  in  Downtng- 
1«m'«  eau^  Owen,  17,  was  recog- 
aifled  and  acted  upon  by  tbe  Court 
jf  Qaeen's  Bench.  In  that  case  it 
vat  retolved, "  that,  if  a  copyholder 
made  a  lease  for  years  which  is 

o  o 


not  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  yet  this  lease  is  good,  so 
that  the  lessee  may  maintain  an 
ejectione  firmof;  for  between  the 
lessor  and  the  lessee,  and  all  other, 
except  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the 
lease  is  good,  and  so  hath  it  been 
several  times  adjudged  in  this 
court" 
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LANCASTER  ASSIZES. 
{CivUSide). 


BEFORE    MB.   JUSTICE   CBESSWELL. 


Auguti  12M. 

Where  a  farm 
was  let  under 
an  agreement, 
and  the  agree* 
ment  imposed 
a  penalty  on  the 
tenant  for  sell- 
ing hay  pro- 
duced  on  the 
premises,  and 
gave  the  les- 
sor power  to 
recover  the 
same  "  by  dis- 
tress as  for 
rent  in  arrear:" 
— Held,  that 
the  lessor  might 
so  distrain,  al- 
though the 
agreement  was 
not  under  seal. 


PoLLiTT  9.  Forrest  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  replevin. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  defendants  claimej 
to  be  entitled  to  distrain  upon  the  plaintiff  were  as  follow:— 
On  the  24th  of  February^  1840^  a  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment, not  under  seal^  was  entered  into  between  James 
Forrest,  Doctor  William  Forrest,  Frederick  Anderton  For- 
rest, and  John  Charles  Forrest  (the  defendants)  of  the  oof 
part,  and  William  PoUitt  (the  plaintiff)  of  the  other  part, 
whereby  the  said  defendants  agreed  to  let  to  the  said  plaintiff 
a  certain  estate,  farm,  or  tenement,  with  the  appurtenances, 
from  the  2nd  day  of  February  then  instant  for  the  term 
of  one  year,  and  thenceforth  from  year  to  year,  until  the 
same  tenancy  should  be  determined  by  either  giving  to  the 
other  six  months'  notice  in  writing,  at  the  yearly  rent  oi 
£170.     And  the  plaintiff  thereby  agreed,  "  that  he  would 
not  break  up  or  convert  into  tillage  any  meadow  or  pastor^ 
land  under  the  penalty  of  £20  an  acre,  and  so  in  propoT' 
tion  for  a  greater  or  less  quantity,  to  be  recovered  by  dis^ 
tress  as  for  rent  in  arrear;''  and  "  that  he  would  not  sell 
any  hay,  straw,  or  stubble  produced  upon  the  said  premised 
under  the  penalty  of  2s.  6rf.  for  each  yard  of  hay,  and  of 
20*.  for  each  cart-load  of  straw  or  stubble,  to  be  recoverem 
as  aforesaid"      It  appeared,  however,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  sold  certain  quantities  of  hay  and  straw  which  hsd 
been  produced  on  the  said  premises ;  and  the  defendants, 
in  consequence,  distrained  upon  him  for  the  penalties  im* 
posed  by  the  above  agreement. 
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Martin,  for  the  plaintiff^  contended^  that^  as  the  instru-         1844. 
ment  under  which  the  defendants  justified  was  not  under 
lealy  thej  could  not  distrain  for  the  penalty  thereby  im- 
posed, as  if  it  were  a  rent-service,  and  that  the  distress 
tiherefore  was  illegal. 

Crxsswell,  J.,  however,  thought  otherwise* 

Accordingly  there  was  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Martin  and  Atherton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

^Xnowles  and  Cowling,  for  the  defendants. 

lAtiomie^-^Blackhurstf  and  Ainstoorth,'] 


LIVERPOOL  ASSIZES. 

{CivU  Side). 

BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


Cooke   v.   RiDDELIEN.  August  16M. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  Where  goods 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  sell  to  the  sample?  e^vU 
defendant  a  quantity  of  mouseline-de-laines.  by  sample,  denccofacus- 

.•  1  .y  f      J  f    >   ^,m  of  trade  as 

•■*  goods  to  be  perfect  in  weaving.     Before  the  whole  of  to  returning  or 
™  goods  were  sent  in,  the  defendant  went  from  home,  lowancefor*" 
^My  after  this,  a  complaint  was  made  to  the  plaintiff  '"ods'^M  do  not 
V  »  clerk  of  the  defendant,  that  the  goods  did  not  answer  an«wer  the 

fcv  *L  ^  11  sample,  is  re- 

w  tne  sample,  and  that  they  were  imperfect ;  and  it  ap-  ccivabie. 

P^^'ed  that  the  plaintiff  thereupon  offered  to  make  an  al-  » cas"c  the*  ven- 
dee cannot 
claim  the  bene- 
fit of  the  coftom,  if  he  have  not  elected  to  comply  with  it  within  a  reasonable  time. 
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1844.        lowance  in  respect  of  such  imperfection^  provided  the  goods 
^^i^^      were  kept.  The  clerk^  however,  stated,  in  reply  to  this  offer, 
^'  that  he  was  not  authorized  to  enter  into  such  an  anrance- 

ment.  Subsequently  to  this,  and  before  the  defendant  re- 
turned, the  plaintiff  called  several  times  at  his  place  of 
business,  and  on  one  of  these  occasions  the  defendant*! 
clerk  again  stated  that  he  had  examined  the  goods  and 
found  that  they  did  not  correspond  with  the  sample.    To 
this  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  goods  mnst  be  taken 
with  an  allowance,  or  returned.     The  clerk,  however,  said 
that  he  had  no  authority  to  do  either,  but  that,  if  the  plain- 
tiff would  give  him  a  written  memorandum,  he  would  re- 
turn the  goods  on  his  own  responsibility.    This  the  plain- 
tiff refused  to  do.      It  appeared  further,  that,  after  the 
complaint  had  been  made  as  to  the  inferiority  of  the  goods, 
the  defendant  accepted,  on  two  several  occasions,  the  re* 
mainder  of  the  goods  which  he  had  ordered  firom  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  no  part  of  the  goods  had  ever  been  le* 
turned. 

The  point  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  was, 
that  he  was  still  entitled  to  an  allowance  from  the  plain- 
tiff on  account  of  the  inferiority  of  the  goods ;  and,  in  or- 
der to  prove  the  custom  of  the  trade  in  this  behalf,  a  wit- 
ness was  called,  who  stated,  first,  the  mode  in  which,  io 
cases  like  the  present,  it  was  usual  for  parties  to  ascertain 
whether  the  bulk  of  the  goods  agreed  with  the  sample;  be 
next  stated,  that  such  of  the  goods  as  did  not  agree  witk 
the  sample  were  set  aside  under  the  name  of  "rejects;" 
and  he  was  then  asked  to  state  what  was  the  custom  of  the 
trade  with  reference  to  making  an  allowance  for  or  return- 
ing such  "rejects.'^ 

Martin,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the  question,  on  the 
ground  that  no  such  custom  could  be  engrafted  on  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  goods  by  sample. 

Cresswell,  J.,  however,  admitted  the  evidence. 
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Martin,  in  his  reply,  then  contended,  that,  as  the  defend-         1844. 
ant,  although  he  had  notice  that  the  goods  were  not  ac- 
cording to  the  contract,  did  not  return  such  goods  within  a 
reasonable  time,  but  retained  them,  he  was  bound  to  paj 
for  them. 

Crksswell,  J.,  in  summing  up,  said : —  It  may  be  a 
question  whether  the  vendee  is  bound  to  pay  according  to 
the  contract  price  of  the  goods,  or  whether  he  should  pay 
aocording  to  their  reduced  value  only.  Under  ordinary 
cifcamstances,  a  person  who  buys  goods  by  sample  may 
letum  them  if  they  do  not  answer  the  sample,  bat  he  must 
do  this  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and  if,  after  objecting  to 
tlie  goods,  he  still  retains  them,  he  is  bound  to  pay  for 
fhem,  making  such  a  deduction  as  he  may  be  entitled  to 
by  reason  of  their  reduced  value  (a).  Here,  however,  a 
special  custom  has  been  proved  with  reference  to  the  re- 
turn of,  or  the  allowance  which  should  have  been  made  for 
these  goods ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  for  you  to  say,  whether 
the  defendant,  within  a  reasonable  time,  made  his  election 
whether  to  accept  the  goods  entirely,  or  to  retair  them 
with  the  usual  allowance. 

Verdict  for  t     pi  *.atiff. 

Martin  and  Crompton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

fF.  H,  Watson  and  Atherton,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Blairy  and  Cooper,'] 
(a)  See  Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad.  456,  403. 
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Augutt  19M. 

In  assumpsit 
against  an  at- 
torney  for  negli- 
gence, the  fact 
of  his  having 
been  retained 
as  an  attorney 
is  put  in  issue 
by  the  plea  of 
noil  atiumpiit. 


Aldis  v.  Gardner. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated  in  subsUnoe,  that 
the  plaintiff^  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  retained 
and  employed  the  defendant  as  an  attorney,  for  fees  and 
reward  to  him  in  that  behalf,  to  lay  out  a  certain  snm  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £300  on  good  security,  and  that, 
in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant  had  promised  tlie 
plaintiff  to  use  due  and  proper  care  and  diligence  in  and 
about  the  laying  out  of  the  said  money.  The  declaration 
further  alleged  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  defendant; 
and  it  then  stated,  that  the  defendant,  not  regarding  hb 
duty  in  that  behalf,  nor  his  said  promise,  did  not  nor 
would  take  due  and  proper  care  in  and  about  the  laying 
out  of  the  said  money,  but,  on  the  contrary,  lent  it  to  one 
B.4  who  was  insolvent. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  turn  assunymt;  2ndly,  that 
he  did  not  receive  the  money ;  Srdly,  that  he  laid  out  the 
money  properly ;  and,  lastly,  a  set-off. 

A  variety  of  evidence  was  given  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing,  that,  at  the  time  the  money  was  lent,  B.  was 
well  known  to  be  in  insolvent  circumstances;  and  some 
letters  were  then  read,  in  order  to  prove  the  retainer  of 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff.  From  one  of  these  lettffi 
it  appeared,  that,  after  the  plaintiff  had  determined  on 
investing  his  money,  the  defendant  had  requested  him  to 
pay  it  in  to  his  account  with  the  Lancaster  Bank ;  and  an- 
other was  read  in  which,  after  acknowledging  that  the  mo- 
ney  had  been  paid  in,  he  engaged  to  get  the  plaintiff  £3 
per  cent,  for  it.  From  the  whole  tenor  of  the  correspond- 
ence, it  was  evident,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
had  been  well  acquainted,  and  that  the  latter  had  been  on 
very  friendly  terms  with  his  client. 


Knowles,  accordingly,  in  addressing  the  jury  for  the  de- 
fendant, observed,  that  it  was  a  question  for  them,  whether 
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the  plaintiff  and  defendant  did  or  did  not  stand  to  each 
other  in  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client  in  the  transac- 
tion in  question;  and  that,  if  they  were  of  opinion  that 
they  did  not  stand  to  each  other  in  that  relation^  the  de- 
fendant would  then  be  entitled  to  their  verdict,  provided 
they  found  that  he  had  used  as  much  diligence  and  care  in 
laying  out  the  plaintiff's  money  as  he  would  have  used  had 
it  been  his  own. 


1844. 


Cress  WELL,  J. — Can  that  question  arise?  The  defend- 
ant is  stated  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  retained  as 
an  attorney,  and  that  allegation  is  not  traversed. 

Kfunvles  submitted,  that  the  allegation,  that  '^  the  plain- 
tiff, at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  retained  and  employed 
the  defendant  as  an  attorney, '^  formed  part  of  the  con- 
sideration for  the  defendant's  promise,  and  that  it  was, 
therefore,  put  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit. 
And 


Crbsswbll,  J.,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say,  first,  whether  the  defendant  was  employed  by  the 
plaintiff  as  an  attorney ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  he  was, 
lie  exercised  that  degree  of  care  which,  as  a  professional 
man,  the  law  imposed  upon  him,  namely,  a  reasonable  de- 
gree of  skill,  and  proper  diligence  and  attention,  in  order 
to  discover  the  solvency  of  the  party  to  whom  the  money 

was  lent  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


(«)  With  reference  to  the  point 
decided  in  the  above  case,  see  Reg. 
Geo.  H.  T.,  4  Will  4.  The  first 
of  those  rules  states,  that  "  in  all 
actions  of  assumpsit,  except  on  bills 
of  exchange  and  promissory  notes, 
thepleaof  fiofi  assumptU  shall  ope- 
rate only  as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the 
express  contract  or  promise  al- 
leged ; "  and,  m  an  example  of  the 


operation  of  this  rule,  the  following 
is  given ;  namely,  "  in  actions 
against  carriers  and  other  parties 
for  not  delivering  or  not  keeping 
goods  safe,  or  not  returning  them 
on  request,  and  in  actions  against 
agents  for  not  accounting,  the  plea 
will  operate  as  a  denial  of  any  ez< 
press  contract  to  the  effect  alleged 
in  the  declaration,  and  of  tuck  baU" 
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Martin  and  Robinson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Knowles,  W.  H.  Watson,  and  CowUng,  for  the  defendant 

[Attorniea — Dearden,  and  Haydoek  ^  Son^ 


ment  or  employment  a*  would  raUe 
a  promise  in  law  to  the  effect  al' 
legedy  but  not  of  the  breach."  Now, 
to  the  cases  put  in  this  example, 
that  reported  in  the  text  appears  to 
be  analogous,  inasmuch  as  they  are 
all  cases  in  which  the  bailee  is  sup- 
posed to  be  sued  for  negligence;  and 
as  in  them  the  plea  of  non  assump- 
sit would  operate  as  a  denial  of 
**  such  bailment  or  employment  as 


would  raise  a  promise  in  law  to  tk 
effect  alleged,"  so  it  would  seen  to 
follow,  that,  in  the  present  cioc^  tk 
plea  must  have  the  like  effect;  asi 
that,  therefore,  the  fact  of  the  de- 
fendant being  an  attorney— that 
being  the  employment  which  ntHi 
the  promise  in  law  with  the  bfeidi 
of  which  he  is  charged — Is  pot  in 
issue  thereby. 


August  19/A. 

The  statute  3 
8e  4  Will.  4,  c. 
27,  s.  12,  ope- 
rates to  make 
the  possession 
of  tenants  in 
common  a  se- 
parate posses- 
sion, ft'om  the 
time  they  first 
became  tenants 
in  common,  and 
not  merely 
from  the  time 
of  the  passing 
of  that  statute. 


Doe  d.  Holt  v.  Horrocks. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  recover  pos- 
session of  an  undivided  moiety  of  certain  messuages  and 
premises  situate  at  Chesham^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 
It  appeared  that  one  Robert  Holt,  by  his  will  dated  the 
10th  day  of  March,  1 797,  devised  certain  property  (of  wbidi 
the  premises  in  question  formed  part)  to  his  wife  for  fift, 
remainder  to  his  sons  John  and  Francis  as  tenants  in  oo»- 
mon  in  fee.  It  appeared  further,  that,  in  the  year  1819,  and 
after  the  death  of  the  wife  of  the  devisor,  the  said  John  and 
Francis  had  entered  into  possession  of  the  said  premisei; 
that  John  (who  was  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  ac- 
tion) had  continued  in  such  possession  until  the  present 
time ;  that  Francis  had  continued  in  possession  until  tlie 
year  1826,  when  he  died ;  and  that  the  widow  of  Frandi 
had  remained  in  possession  after  his  death,  and  had  lDa^ 
ried  Horrocks,  the  present  defendant,  who  was  now  in  pos- 
session of  the  said  premises. 

Under  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  contended^  by 


^ 
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Hugh  HiU,  for  the  plaintiff^  that  the  possession  of  the 
one  tenant  in  common  was  the  possession  of  the  other^  up 
to  the  passing  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27  (a) ;  so 
that  np  to  that  time  the  Statute  of  Limitations  did  not  run 
against  the  plaintiff;  and  that^  as  twenty  years  had  not 
elapsed  since  the  passing  of  that  statute^  the  defendant 
had  had  no  such  exclusive  possession  of  the  premises  in 
question  as  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  title  to  recover. 


1844. 


V. 
HORROCKl. 


Cresswell^  J.,  was  of  opinion  contrk;  and  he  accord- 
ingly directed  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited^  giving  him 
leave  to  moveu 

Hugh  HiU,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Baines,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniei — HaltdUy  and  QrundysJ] 


In  the  next  term  HiU  moved  accordingly  in  the  Court 


(a)  By  the  2nd  section  of  which 
it  if  enacted, "  That,  after  the  first 
day  of  December,  1 833,  no  person 
thaU  make  any  entry  or  distress, 
or  bring  any  action  to  recover  any 
land  or  rent,  but  within  twenty  years 
next  after  the  time  at  which  the 
figfat  to  make  such  entry  or  distress, 
or  to  bring  such  action,  shall  have 
first  accrued  to  some  person  through 
whom  be  claims;  or  if  such  right 
shall  not  have  accrued  to  any  per- 
•oo  through  whom  he  claims,  then 
within  twenty  years  next  after  the 
time  at  which  the  right  to  make 
mch  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring 
•Dcb  action,  shall  have  first  accrued 
to  the  person  making  or  bringing 
tbe  same." 

And  by  tbe  1 2th  sect,  it  b  enact- 
ed, "  That,  where  any  one  or  more 


of  several  persons  entitled  to  any 
land  or  rent  as  co-parceners,  joint 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  shall 
have  been  in  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  entirety,  or  more  than  his  or  their 
undivided  share  or  shares  of  such 
land,  or  of  the  profits  thereof,  or  of 
such  rent  for  his  or  their  own  bene- 
fit, or  for  tbe  benefit  of  any  person 
or  persons  other  than  the  person  or 
persons  entitled  to  the  other  share 
or  shares  of  the  same  land  or  rent, 
such  possession  or  receipt  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  have  been  the  pos- 
session or  receipt  of  or  by  such  last- 
mentioned  person  or  persons  or  any 
of  them."  See  the  effect  of  these 
sections,  in  cases  like  the  above, 
very  fully  considered  in  CuUey  v. 
Doe  d.  TayUraon,  11  Ad.  &  £. 
1008,  1015—1018. 
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18^4.  of  Queen^s  Bench;  but  that  Court,  on  the  authority  of  tlie 
case  of  Culley  v.  Doe  d.  Taylerson  {b),  refused  to  grant  i 
rule. 

(b)  11  Ad.&£.1008. 


Au^t  2Ut.  Gregory  and  Another  v.  Williams. 

In  case  for  a        1  HIS  was  an  actiou  on  the  case  for  a  libel. — Plea,  not 

libel  against  a  .. 

co-partnership.    gUUty. 

lakeinio'thcir  ^^^  plaiutiflfs  wcre  slatc-merchants  and  co-partners,  and 
coMideration,     it  appeared  that  they  rented  a  slate  quarry  belonging  to 

in  estimating  *  *^  "  *  tt  i 

the  damages  to  oue  Wynne,  to  whose  agent,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Hal- 
piaintiffs  are  lows,  they  Were  in  the  habit  of  rendering  accounts  from 
entitled,  the       ^ime  to  time  of  the  quarry.     It  further  appeared,  that  the 

prospective  m-  ^         •'  *  * 

jury  which  may  defendant  had  written  a  letter  to  Hallows,  alleging  that  the 
partnership  plaintiffs  returned  fraudulent  accounts  of  the  said  quan;. 
fendam'slcl.      ^his  was  the  libel  complained  of. 

The  plaintiflfs'  case  being  closed,  it  was  argued  by  FTo^- 
8on,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  jury,  in  order  to  gi« 
damages  to  the  plaintiffs,  must  find  that  a  special  co-part- 
nership damage  had  in  fact  been  sustained  by  them  in 
consequence  of  the  act  of  the  defendant. 


Cresswell,  J.,  however,  (in  summing  up),  observed:— 
It  is  said  that  you  cannot  give  damages  to  the  plaintift 
unless  a  special  damage  be  proved  to  have  happened  to  tk^ 
partnership  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  act;  but  yoi*^ 
must  judge  how  far  the  partnership  is  likely  to  be  injured 
by  that  act.  People  may  alter  their  mode  of  dealing  witi* 
the  partnership,  and  the  libel  may  otherwise  affect  thei^ 
hereafter;  and  you  must  take  these  circumstances  iot^ 
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your  consideration  in  estimating  the  damages  to  which         1844. 
they  are  entitled  {a).  ^I^r 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs;  damages  £150. 


Knowles  and  Crompton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
fV,  H.  Watson  and  James,  for  the  defendant . 

[Attomies — Jenkint,  and  W,  Jonea,"] 


V. 

Williams. 


(a)  And  see  Ingram  v.  LawtoUf 
8  Scott,  471,  477  ;  in  which  case 
Batanquet,  J.,  ohserved  : — "  It  is 
said  that  the  damage  sustained  at 
the  time  of  commencing  the  action 
is  all  that  the  plaintiff  could  reco- 
▼er,  and  that  the  jury  were  erro- 
neously directed  that  they  might 


take  into  account  the  prospective 
injury.  But  it  appears  to  me,  that 
the  jury  were  warranted  in  propor- 
tioning the  damages  to  the  amount 
of  injury  that  would  naturally  re- 
sult from  the  act  of  the  defendant, 
though  it  might  not  affect  him  un- 
til a  subsequent  period." 


i 


Dresser  v,  Clarke  and  Others. 


I> 


August  21  ft. 


^EBT,  for  money  lent^  money  paid^  and  on  an  account  Whether,  in  an 
stated. — Pleas — 1st,  nunquam  indebitatus;  2ndly,  payment ;  Joiircomraci, 
and,  Srdly,  set-off.  °"« ""^  "^«~[ 

'  •"  defendants  who 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  the  public  officer  of  the  has  suffered 

"  Yorkshire  District  Banking  Company .^^   The  defendants  default  may, 

were  the  sureties  for  the  performance  of  a  building  con-  e  &Vv!ct!"'* 

tract:  and  it  appeared  that  the  work  to  which  that  con-  5-^^»  ^^^**^fi 

'  '^^  by  the  plaintiff 

tract  referred  had  been  stopped  for  want  of  money.     The  to  prove  the 
consequence  of  this  was,  that  an  arrangement  was  entered  qtuerer 
into  between  the  sureties  and  the  bank,  for  the  purpose  of  trial  ©racaiise^ 
indacine  the  latter  to  make  advances  in  order  to  enable  the  'I^*  ^**""®^*  ^^^ 

°  the  defendant 

mreties  to  carry  on  the  work ;  and  accordingly  an  account  had  tendered  a 
was  opened,  and  advances  were  made  by  the  bank,  to  re-  tionMhe  Judge, 
Dover  the  balance  due  in  respect  of  which  the  present  ^V  ^J^^J^^  ^  ^ 
action  was  brought.     Clarke  and  all  the  other  defendants,  the  plaintiff,  re* 

fused  to  certify 
for  speedy  execution. 
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except  a  Mrs.  Whitaker^  had  saffered  judgment  to  go  bjr 
default ;  and  in  order  to  prove  that  the  said  Mrs.  Whitaker 
was  mentioned  at  the  time  the  account  was  opened  with 
the  bank^  as  a  person  in  whose  name,  jointly  with  those  of 
the  other  defendants^  that  account  was  to  be  opened,  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  call  the  d^ 
fendant  Clarke. 


Martin,  for  the  defendants,  objected,  on  the  ground  that 
the  witness  was  not  admissible. 

Baines,  contrit,  contended  that  the  witness  was  admis- 
sible.  The  case  of  Pipe  v.  Steele  {a)  was  precisely  in  point; 
and  in  that  case  it  was  solemnly  decided  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  that,  where  one  of  two  joint  defendants  in 
an  action  on  a  contract  has  suffered  judgment  by  de&oi^ 
he  may,  if  not  otherwise  interested  in  procuring  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  be  called  by  him  as  a  witness  against  the 
other  defendant. 

Cresswell,  J.,  admitted  the  witness  (b). 

Martin  then  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 


(a)  2  Q.  B.  Rep.  733. 

(b)  The  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
85,  8.  1,  afler  enacting  that  wit- 
nesses are  not  to  be  excluded  from 
giving  evidence  by  incapacity  from 
crime  or  interest,  provides,  **  that 
this  act  shall  not  render  competent 
any  party  to  any  such  action  or  pro- 
ceeding individually  named  in  the 
record."  It  would  appear,  how- 
ever, to  be  now  well  settled,  that, 
where  a  defendant  has  suffered 
judgment  by  default,  he  is  no 
longer  a  party  to  the  issue  or  upon 


the  record,  but  is  taken  to  bai* 
been  entirely  removed  therefrom; 
(see  per  Lord  Abinffer  andAliiff^ 
B.,  in  Hawkeiwortk  v.  Sktrnkfy^ 
M.  &  W.  45,  48,  49) ;  and,  M^ 
being  the  case,  it  follows,  that  ^ 
would  not,  under  these  ciroi^ 
stances,  come  within  the  metni*! 
of  the  above  proviso  atalL  1^ 
ruling  of  the  learned  Jodge  in  tli* 
case  reported  in  the  text  vm 
therefore,  seem  to  be  quite 
ent  with  the  proviaions  cf  tbe 
tute  referred  to. 


i 
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Baines  applied  to  the  learned  Judge  to  grant  a  certifi-        IS44. 
cate  for  speedy  execution.  dI^^ 


Cresswell,  J.,  however,  said,  that  he  could  not  certify 
for  speedy  execution,  as  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  had 
tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  cause. 

Baines  and  Addison^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin  and  TomUnson,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Payne^  and  BratUey."] 


V, 

Clarke. 


CbELLIN  V.   BbOOK.  August  2Ut. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  de-  A  plea  in  abate. 
fendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  on  other  common 


ment  to  an  ac- 
tion ex  con- 


counts. — Plea — that  the  promises  in  the  declaration  men-  ^S^^  "TV  *** 

*^  be  a  good  plea, 

tioned  were  made  by  the  defendant  jointly  with  several  set  forth  the 
others,  (naming  them),  who  were  still  living,  and  who,  before  parties  with 
and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  were  ^dant***  ***" 


was 


and  still  are  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  J***"**^ "  * 

*^  co-contractor. 

and  not  by  the  defendant  alone ;  and  concluding  with  a 
verification  and  the  usual  prayer  of  judgment,  and  that  the 
writ^  &c.  might  be  quashed. 

Replication  and  issue  thereon. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  been  a  shareholder 
in  the  "  Isle  of  Man  Joint  Stock  Bank  -/'  that,  whilst  he 
was  such  shareholder,  the  plaintiff  had  deposited  in  that 
bank  the  sum  of  £1400 ;  that  some  time  afterwards  the 
l>ank  had  stopped  payment,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
stoppage,  the  balance  due  from  the  bank  to  the  plaintiff 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  1254/.  16^.  Witnesses  were  then 
called  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  the 
defendant's  plea;  and  from  their  testimony,  it  appeared 
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1844.        that  there  were  several  other  persons  liable  as  sharehoUen 
Crbllin      ^^  ^^^  bank,  jointly  with  those  named  in  the  said  plei^ 
*•  and  that  these  persons  were  alive  and  within  the  jniisdifr- 

tion  of  the  Court. 

Martin  accordingly  submitted,  that  the  defendant's  pki 
had  failed. 

Watson^  contra,  admitted,  that,  before  the  passing  of  the 
statute  3  &  4  Will.  At,  c.  4i2,  a  plea  in  abatement  most  hiTe 
contained  the  names  of  all  the  parties  who  were  jointlf 
liable  with  the  defendant.    This  had  been  settled  in  tlie 
case  of  Godson  v.  Good  (a).    But  he  submitted,  that  tbe 
10th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  had  altered  the 
law  in  this  respect.     By  that  section  it  was  enacted,  thal^ 
where  a  fresh  action  should  be  commenced  after  a  plea  is 
abatement  had  been  pleaded  in  a  former  action, ''if  it 
should  appear  by  the  pleadings  in  such  subsequent  acdoDi 
or  on  evidence  at  the  trial  thereof,  that  all  the  original  de- 
fendants were  liable,  but  that  one  or  more  of  the  penons 
named  in  such  plea  in  abatement,  or  any  subsequent  plea  « 
abatement,  were  not  liable  as  a  contracting  party  or  parties, 
the  plaintiff  should,  nevertheless,  be  entitled  to  jud^ent, 
or  to  a  verdict  and  judgment,  as  the  ease  might  be,  againit 
the  other  defendant  or  defendants,  who  should  appear  to 
be  liable.''     Great  doubts  had  arisen  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  words  ''such  plea  in  abatement,  or  any  subseqaeot 
abatement;"  because,  if  the  first  plea  in  abatement  mmt 
necessarily  contain  the  names  of  all  the  co-contractori|it 
was  clear  that  there  could  be  no  "  subsequent  plea  ii 
abatement."  That  there  might  be  such  a  plea,  however,  ma, 
he  submitted,  plainly  contemplated  by  the  act.   He,  tiiere* 
fore,  argued,  that  the  direct  issue  on  this  plea  in  abatemoit 
must  be  taken  to  be,  whether  the  others  named  thereiB 
were,  in  fact,  jointly  liable  with  the  defendant ;  and  tha^ 
if  they  were  found  to  be  so,  the  plea  would  be  proved. 

(a)  6  Taunt.  587. 
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Crbsswell^  J.^  however,  was  of  opinion,  that  such  was         1844. 
not  the  meaning  of  the  plea;  but  that  its  meaning  was, 
that  the  promises  stated  in  the  declaration  were  made  by 
the  defendant  jointly  with  those  named  in  the  plea,  and  by 
no  others  (6). 

The  jury  accordingly  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin  and  Cowling,  for  the  plaintiff. 
W.  H.  JVaUon  and  Robinson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiei — Cuvelge  ^  Co,,  and  W.  H,  Perry,'] 


{h)  And  see  per  De  Grey,  C.  J. ,      6  Taiint.  587,  595 ;  Staph,  on  PL 
MUi  T.  Smith,  2  W.  Black.  947 ;      ch.  2,  sect.  7,  rule  4,  p.  463. 
per  Oibbi,  C.  J.,  Godson  ▼.  Good, 


Assumpsit 


Smith  V,  BoUTCHER.  Jvymt  22nd, 


for  work,  labour,  and  commission. — Plea,  Where  a.  cm- 

^W  awanpSU,  l,roker,  to  pro- 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  ship  and  insurance  J""**  a  charter 

^        *^*     ^    ^  *^  *-  for  a  ship,  and 

fctoker  residing  at  Liverpool,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  b.  employs  c, 
l&Qcbant  and  ship-owner  residing  in  London;  and  the  Ven—Sembie, 
circQmstances  which  gave  rise  to  the  present  action  were  a**cus!om^oT^  ^^ 
Hlbllow : — In  the  month  of  February,  1843,  the  defendant,  ^^^^^  '» »d"»«- 

«,  ,  sible,  to  shew 

WDg  desirous  of  obtaining  a  charter  for  one  of  his  ships  which  of  the 

•died  the  ''Emmanuel  Boutcher,'*  employed  a  Mr.  John  titled  to be^paid 

Kickhall,  who  was  a  ship  and  insurance  broker  carrying  ti»e^on»«"»w»on 

^bnsinesa  in  London,  to  procure  such  charter  for  him.  The  body  of 

Vickhall  had  been  in  the  habit  of  corresponding  with  the  tained  this 

^^  clause:  "The 

I^Bclto  be  coDsigned  to  C.  &  Co.,  Liverpool,  or  to  their  agents  at  her  port  of  discharge  in  the 
jytcd  Kingdom ;"  tndinthe  margin  was  the  following  memorandum!:  **  This  charter  subject  to 
^*  ^cent.y  payable  by  the  ship  :*' — Held,  that  the  jury  might  infer  from  the  fact  of  A.  having 


tUa  charter,  «o  implied  contract  by  him  to  pay  C.  his  commission. 
^OL.  I.  P  r  N.  I\ 
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lai-l.  plaintiff;  and  it  appeared  that  on  this  occasion  Taiioiii 
letters  had  passed  between  them,  respecting  the  procoiiiig 
of  a  charter  for  the  defendant's  ship.  The  plaintiff  it 
length  procured  a  charter  for  that  vessel;  and,  on  die 
25th  of  February,  1843,  he  wrote  to  Blackball,  inclosing 
the  charter,  and  requesting  him  to  get  it  confirmed. 
Blackhall  accordingly  took  the  charter  to  the  defendant  in 
order  to  get  his  confirmation  thereof;  and  on  the  28th  d 
February  he  again  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  inclosiDg  tlie 
charter  confirmed  by  him. 

The  charter  was  dated,  '^  Inverpool,  21st  of  Febmur, 
1844;''  in  the  body  thereof  there  was  the  following  dame: 
— "  The  vessel  to  be  consigned  to  Henry  Smith  &  Co.,Life^ 
pool,  or  to  their  agents  at  her  port  of  discharge  in  the 
United  Kingdom ;"  and  in  the  margin  there  was  a  memo- 
randum as  follows : — '^  This  charter  subject  to  £b  per  cent, 
payable  by  the  ship." 

The  charter  subsequently  went  off,  but  not  through  any 
default  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  point  now  in  dispute  between  the  parties  was,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff,  not  having  been  employed  by  the  defend- 
ant, but  by  Blackhall,  to  procure  the  charter  in  question, 
could  recover  in  this  action.  And  for  the  purpose  of  shef- 
ing  that  he  could  so  recover,  it  was  proposed,  in  the  oonne 
of  the  plaintiff's  case,  to  ask  a  witness,  what  was  the  css- 
tom  of  Liverpool  as  to  the  p^rty  to  whom  the  commiiiioi 
for  procuring  a  charter  should  be  paid,  in  cases  where  oM 
broker  had  employed  another  to  procure  such  charter. 

Martin,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  this  question,  on 
the  ground,  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover,  if  at  all,  ait 
matter  of  contract,  and  that  evidence  of  the  custom  «* 
not  admissible. 

Knowles  and  Crompton,  contrk,  contended,  that  the  en- 
deuce  was  admissible  to  shew,  that,  although  another 
broker  might  have  had  something  to  do  in  procuring  tk 
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charter,  still  the  broker  actually  procuring  such  charter         18-14. 
was  the  party  entitled  to  the  commission ;  and  they  re-      ^smith 

ferred  to  the  case  of  AUken  v.  Faiih  (a),  in  which  it  had  ^     ^' 

^  BOUTCHBB. 

been  so  held. 


Ckbsswbll,  J.,  admitted  the  evidence. 

In  his  address  to  the  jury  for  the  defendant,  it  was  then 
contended,  by 

Martin,  that  Blackball  was  the  party  entitled  to  the 
commission,  inasmuch  as  he  was  the  party  whom  Boutcher 
had  employed ;  and  that,  as  there  was  no  privity  of  con- 
tract between  the  latter  and  Smith,  Smith  could  not  re- 
eover. 

To  support  this  view  of  the  case,  various  letters  were 
pot  in,  particularly  a  letter  from   Smith   to   Blackball, 
dated  28rd  February,  1843,  in  which  the  former,  in  writ- 
ing to  the  latter  about  the  charter  in  question  and  some 
others,  said:  ^'We  shall  have  to  third  the  commissions 
on  these  charters ;''  and  one  of  the  10th  March,  likewise 
written  by  Smith  to  Blackball,  in  which  he  said :  "  As  a 
matter  of  course,  you  will  charge  the  commission  as  stipu- 
lated f'  and  the  inference  sought  to  be  drawn  from  these 
letters  was,  that  Smith  had,  throughout  the  transaction, 
Yi^arded  himself  as  the  agent  of  Blackball  only,  and  not 
as  the  agent  of  the  defendant.     Witnesses  were  likewise 
called  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the  defendant  had 
never  seen  the  plaintiff  whilst  the  charter  was  being  nego- 
tiated, and  that  be  did  not  know  that  any  one  except 
Blackhall  was  engaged  in  procuring  it ;  but  it  appeared, 
from  the  cross-examination  of  one  of  these  witnesses,  who 
had  been  the  defendant's  managing  clerk  during  the  pro- 
of the  negotiation  in  question,  that  he  (the  clerk) 


(a)  Tried  before   Coltman,  J.,      is  now  pending  in  this  cnse  in  the 
at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  Li-      Queen*s  Bench. 
Yvrpool,  bat  not  reported.    A  rule 

P  P  2 


CASES  ON  THE 

1844.  knew  that  Blackball  was  corresponding  with  a  broker  in 
Liverpool  as  to  getting  the  charter,  and  that  he  was  like- 
wise aware  that  a  broker  in  Liverpool  was  getting  the 
same,  and  did  in  fact  get  it. 

Knowles^  in  reply,  contended,  that  it  was  clear  that  die 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  He  had  procured  die 
charter  for  the  ''  Emmanuel  Boutcher ; ''  that  charter  hid 
gone  off  without  his  default,  and  he  was  therefore  joiti* 
tied  in  claiming  his  commission.  It  was  said  there  was  no 
contract  between  Smith  and  Boutcher ;  but  he  submittedi 
that  the  evidence  clearly  shewed  that  Blackball,  who  wis 
Boutcher's  agent,  had  employed  Smith  with  his  knov- 
ledge ;  and  that  was  sufiScient  to  constitute,  at  leasts  in 
implied  contract.  The  charter  itself  must  have  given 
Boutcher  notice  that  Smith  was  the  broker  who  had  pro- 
cured it ;  and  he  could  not  now  do  away  with  the  effect  of 
such  notice,  by  saying  that  he  did  not  employ  him,  but 
another. 

Cresswell,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  defendant  made  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  with  the 
plaintiff,  for  procuring  a  charter  for  the  ship  Emmanud 
Boutcher.  It  is  not  disputed,  that,  when  the  charter  m 
procured,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  £5  per  cent,  from  the 
ship-owner.  Now,  it  appears  that  the  charter  in  questioB 
was  sent  to  Blackball  by  the  plaintiff;  that  Blackball  took 
it  to  Boutcher,  and  that  it  was  sent  back  to  the  plaintif 
executed  by  Boutcher.  It  is  also  clear  that  Boutcher  and 
his  clerk  knew  that  a  Liverpool  broker  was  actually  get- 
ting the  charter.  Then  the  charter  was  presented  to  the 
defendant  in  this  form:  ^^The  vessel  to  be  consigned  to 
Henry  Smith  &  Co.,  Liverpool,  or  to  their  agents  at  htf 
port  of  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom ;''  and  from  thii 
it  seems  to  me  that  be  must  have  known  that  Smith  reallf 
was  the  party  by  whom  the  charter  had  been  procurrf* 
The  margin  of  the  charter  likewise  contains  this  memo- 


k 
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nndom :  ^'  This  charter  subject  to  £5  per  cent.,  payable  by        1844. 
the  ship."    Does  not  this  imply,  that  the  broker  who  had        smith 
procured  the  charter  did  not  look  for  payment  from  any     ^     ^* 
intermediate  party,  but  directly  from  the  ship  itself?  and 
what  inference  are  you  to  draw  from  the  fact,  that  the  de- 
fendant signed  a  charter  containing  such  a  memorandum? 
The  letters  do  not  appear  to  me  to  have  any  great  bearing 
on  the  question ;  but,  judging  from  those  of  the  23rd  Feb- 
mazy  and  lOth  March,  I  would  say  that  they  shew  that 
the  plaintiff  throughout  considered  himself  entitled  to  have 
control  over  the  commission. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Knowles  and  Cronqtton,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin  and  C.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Littkdale,  and  M*Leod  if  Stenning,'] 


EiRKPATRICK  V.  TaTTERSALL.  Auguit  22nd. 

.A.SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  A  bankrupt, 

...    J  after  the  Usu- 

aocount  Stated.  ing  of  the  fiat 

Pleas— Ist,  non  assumpsit ;  2dly,  that  after  the  making  J^f  befo^rl°?he 

of  the  said  promises  the   defendant  became  a  bankrupt  granting  of  his 

...  ./.I  ,  certificate,  pro- 

Within  the  true  intent  and  meanmg  of  the  statutes  then  mised  in  writ- 

in  force  concerning  bankrupts,  and  that  the  alleged  causes  aliVby  him  be- 

af  action  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  defendant  so  '®'*  **"  '^Vl^', 

*^  ^  ruptcy : — Held, 

became  a  bankrupt.     The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  that  this  pro- 

first  plea,  and   replied  to  the  second,  alleging  a  promise  revive  the  debt, 

by  the  defendant,  after  his  bankruptcy,  to  pay  to  the  Jhe"credu"oMo 

plaintiff  the  sums  of  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned  :  •"«  '*»«  ^»"''- 

,  ,    .       ,  >*upt  thereon  in 

thereupon  issue  was  jomed.  an  action  of  m- 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  become  bankrupt  ^ntptu.  ^' 
Iweqnently  to  the  accruing  of  the  original  debt  in  respect 
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1844.         of  which  this  action  was  brought;  that  his  certificate  mu 
KiRKPATRicK   dated  the  20th  of  February,  and  that  it  was  allowed  on  tke 
^'  13th  of  March,  1844.     After  the  date  of  the  fiat,  howefer, 

and  before  the  20th  of  February,  the  defendant  wrote  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  following  terms : — "  In  consideratioB 
of  your  services,  I  agree  to  pay  the  debt  due  from  me  to  yw 
before  my  bankruptcy  */'  and  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  this  promise  was  a  sufficient  answer  to 
the  defendant's  plea. 

Knowles  and  Cowling,  for  the  defendant,  contended  tlnl 
it  was  not  sufficient. — ^The  words  of  the  121st  section  of 
the  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  were  :  "  And  be  it  enacted,  that  e?eiy 
bankrupt  who  shall  hare  duly  surrendered,  and  in  all 
things  conformed  himself  to  the  laws  in  force  conceming 
bankrupts  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  commission  agaioit 
him,  shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when 
he  became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands 
hereby  made  provable  under  the  commission,  in  case  he 
shall  obtain  a  certificate  of  such  conformity  so  signed  and 
allowed,  and  subject  to  such  provisions  as  hereinafter  direct- 
ed.'' Then  sect.  131  enacted,  "  That  no  bankrupt,  after  to 
certificate  shall  have  been  allowed  under  any  present  or  (a- 
ture  commission,  shall  be  liable  to  pay  or  satisfy  any  AfH, 
claim,  or  demand  from  which  he  shall  have  been  discbargel 
by  virtue  of  such  certificate,  or  any  part  of  such  debt,  daiis, 
or  demand,  upon  any  contract,  promise,  or  agreement  made 
or  to  be  made  after  the  suing  out  of  the  commission,  anleii 
such  promise,  &c.  be  made  in  writing,  signed  by  the  bank* 
rupt,  or  by  some  other  person  thereto  lawfully  authorised 
in  writing  by  such  bankrupt/'  and  the  effect  of  these 
sections  was,  that  until  the  bankrupt  had  obtained  his  oe^ 
tificate,  the  original  debt  was  in  full  force.  The  subseqoeot 
promise,  therefore,  if  made  before  the  granting  of  tie 
bankrupt's  certificate,  could  be  of  no  avail,  because  it  re- 
vived nothing.  At  all  events,  it  could  be  of  no  avail  aDie0 
it  were  made  on  a  new  consideration ;  amd  then  tbd  d^ 
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daration^  instead  of  being  on  the  common  counts^  should        1844. 
have  been  on  the  new  promise,  founded  on  the  new  consi-   kirkpatrick 
deration.    They  therefore  submitted,  that  the  production  of  ^      ^^ 
the  bankrupt's  certificate  must  put  an  end  to  the  present 
action. 

Martin  and  Cranston,  contr^,  argued,  that  there  was  a 
valid  debt  due  from  the  defendant  at  the  time  the  fiat 
issued,  and  that  such  debt  continued  to  be  due  down  to  the 
20th  of  February.  At  that  time,  therefore,  the  plaintiff 
ccmld  have  recovered  against  the  defendant  on  an  account 
stated,  because  of  the  admission  of  the  latter,  and  the  cer- 
tificate did  not  touch  that  debt.  They  also  contended, 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  sections  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act  on  which  the  other  side  relied  which  at  all  invalidated 
a  promise  made  by  the  bankrupt  after  the  date  of  the  fiat, 
although  before  the  certificate;  and,  further,  that  there 
was  no  necessity  to  declare  specially  on  the  new  considera- 
tion. 

Ckbsswell,  J.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
sncceeded  in  supporting  his  replication,  because,  at  the 
time  the  subsequent  promise  was  made,  he  could  still  have 
toed  the  defendant  on  the  original  debt ;  and  he  therefore 
directed  him  to  be  nonsuited. 

The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited 
accordingly. 

Martin  and  Crompton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Knowles  and  CowUng,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — LUlledaUy  and  Frodsham.2 
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1843. 


August  23rd, 

If  the  fact  oft 
man  being  a 
dormant  part- 
ner in  a  firm 
become  known, 
and  on  his  re* 
tiring  from  the 
firm  notice  of 
that  circum* 
stance  be  not 
given  to  those 
persons  who 
were  aware  of 
his  being  such 
partner,  he 
will  be  liable  to 
those  persons 
for  debts  con- 
tracted  by  the 
firm  after  his 
retirement 
therefrom. 


Farrar  V,  Deflinne. 

ixSSUMFSIT  on  several  bills  of  exchange^  and  for  goodi 
sold  and  delivered^  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated. 
It  appeared  that  the  defendant  and  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Todd  had  been  in  partnership  from  the  year 
1834  until  the  year  1837.     The  defendant  was  merdy  a 
dormant  partner,  and  on  his  retirement  firom  the  firm,  the 
dissolution  of  partnership  was  not  advertized.     The  dauns 
in  respect  of  which  the  present  action  was  brought  had 
accrued  subsequently  to  the  dissolution ;  but  a  large  mass 
of  evidence  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  liabilify 
of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
aware  of  his  being  in  partnership  with  Todd,  and  that  he 
had  not  been  made  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  they  had 
ceased  to  be  partners. 


Cresswell,  J.,  in  summing  up,  said : — ^Todd  and  the  de- 
fendant were  once  in  partnership,  but  they  have  not  bees 
so  since  the  year  1837.    The  plaintiff  dealt  with  the  finn 
during  the  partnership,  and  he  continued  to  do  so  after- 
wards ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  li- 
able in  respect  of  such  subsequent  dealings  now  that  the 
partnership  is  dissolved.     The  law  stands  thus :  I£  there 
had  been  a  notorious  partnership,  but  no  notice  had  been 
given  of  the  dissolution  thereof,  the  defendant  would  hate 
been  liable.  If  there  had  been  a  general  notice,  that  would 
have  been  sufficient  for  all  but  actual  customers;  these, 
however,  must  have  had  some  kind  of  actual  notice.    If 
the  partnership  had  remained  profoundly  secret,  the  de- 
fendant could  not  have  been  affected  by  transactions  which 
took  place  after  he  had  retired ;  but  if  the  partnership  had 
become  known  to  any  person  or  persons,  he  would  be  in 
the  same  situation,  as  to  all  such  persons,  as  if  the  exist- 
ence of  the  partnership  had  been  notorious.    The  question 
^r  you,  therefore,  is,  was  this  partnership  actually  known 
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to  the  plaintiff,  either  by  general  report,  or  by  direct  com-        1844. 
munication?  Because,  if  it  were,  and  he  did  not  know,  either       f^rrar 
firom  notice  of  the  fiEict,  or  from  surmise,  that  the  dissolu-     _    ^* 

Dbflinnb. 

tion  had  taken  place,  you  must  infer  that  he  still  dealt  on 
the  faith  of  the  partnership,  and  the  defendant  will  there- 
fore be  liable  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Baines^  Tamlinson,  and  Cowling,  for  the  plaintiff. 

TTiesiger^  S.  G.,  Dunchu,  W.  H.  Watson,  and  Brandt,  for 
the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Atkinson^  and  Crouley.'] 

(a)  And  see  the  observations  of  Lord  Kenyan  in  the  case  of  Evans  v. 
Drummond,  4  Esp.  88,  90. 


Williamson  v.  Page.  Augiut27ih. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated,  in  an  action 
— Pleas — Ist,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  £15,  non  assumpsit;  owner  of  a*ship, 
and,  2ndly,  as  to  that  sum,  payment  into  court.  ^°  recover  mo- 

,  ,  '  r  J  ^  ney  advanced 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  a  ship-broker  residing  at  to  the  cap- 

Belfast;  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  ship  called  the  of  the  ship 

•'  Adventurer,"  and  resided  at  Scarborough ;  and  the  ac-  J^^^*  por*— 

tion  was  brought  to  recover  monies  which  had  been  ad-  ^f'*'*  ^^^\  ^^^ 

^  only  question 

Tanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  captain  of  the  "  Adventurer,''  for  the  jury 

for  the  purpose,  as  was  alleged,  of  making  necessary  dis-  under  the  cir- 

bnrsements  on  account  of  the  ship.  ^^iin"s''^ri^*' 

It  appeared,  that,  prior  to  the  time  at  which  the  money  tio"  ^^  "uf^ 

as  to  constitute 

iras  advanced  by  the  plaintiff,  the  ship  had  made  several  Mm  the  author- 
Toyages  to  various  places,  by  means  of  which  she  had  been  |^e  o^nerjn 
kept  for  some  time  at  sea:   there  was  also  evidence  that  order  to  pro- 

*  '  ^  cure  such  ad- 

the  captain  had  received  various  sums  of  money  on  account  vances,  and 
of  fireights  which  had  been  earned  by  the  ship ;  and  an  at-  the  accounts 

between  the 
captain  and  the  owner  at  the  time  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case. 
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IB44^  tempt  was  made  to  prove,  that,  at  the  time  the  monej 
was  borrowed,  the  captain  had  funds  in  hand  arising  from 
such  freights  to  a  greater  amount  than  was  requisite  to 
pay  for  the  stores  which  he  had  purchased,  and  to  meet 
the  other  disbursements  which  he  had  made  on  the  ship^i 
account.  Part  of  the  money  had  been  advanced  for  tiie 
captain's  own  use. 

Watson,  for  the  defendant,  argued,  that,  in  order  to  ren- 
der the  owner  of  a  ship  liable  for  monies  advanced  to  the 
captain  for  necessaries  whilst  the  ship  was  in  a  home  port, 
it  must  appear  that  the  captain  had  not  only  been  without 
money,  but  that  he  could  not  have  purchased  such  neces- 
saries on  credit ;  and,  further,  that  a  person  had  no  right 
to  lend  money  to  the  captain  of  a  vessel  whilst  in  a  home 
port,  without  previously  communicating  with  the  owner, 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  he  was  authorized  to  borrov 
such  money,  or  not ;  and  he  referred  to  Rocher  v.  Busker  {a), 
Arthur  v.  Barton  {b),  Johns  v.  Simons  (c),  Stonehome  t. 
Gent  {d),  and  Abbott  on  Shipping,  142  (e).     Here,  how- 
ever, no  communication  had  been  made  to  the  owner  nntO 
after  the  money  was  advanced.     Again,  the  captain  had 
received  various  sums  for  freight  earned  by  the  ship ;  and 
had  the  plaintiff  made  proper  inquiries,  he  might  have  di^ 
covered  this.     There  was,  therefore,  no  necessity  at  all  to 
justify  the  borrowing ;  but,  admitting  that  there  had  been, 
the   plaintiff  should  still   have   communicated   with  the 
owner.     T]ic  money  claimed  in  this  action  had  thus  been 
wrongfully  lent,  as  against  the  owner,  and,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Martin,  contra,  contended  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
evidence,  that,  at  the  time  the  money  was  borrowed,  the 
captain  was  in  funds ;  on  the  contrary,  there  was  evidence 

(a)  1  Stark.  27.  (d)  Id.  431. 

(6)  6  M.  &  W.  138.  (e)  7th  edit, 

(c)  2  Q.  B.  Rep.  42o. 


Page. 
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that  a  considerable  part  of  the  money  he  had  received  had        1844. 
been  paid  away  for  the  use  of  the  ship ;  and  as  she  had      ^     ''     ' 
been  voyaging  about  for  a  long  while^  the  probability  was        _  v. 
that  the  remainder  had  likewise  been  disposed  of  in  the 
same  way.   He  also  argued,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  a 
party  making  advances  to  the  captain  of  a  ship^  under  cir- 
cumstances like  those  of  this  case,  to  communicate  with 
the  owner  before  making  such  advances. 

Ckesswell,  J. — The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  action 
for  money  advanced  to  the  master  for  his  own  use.  With  re- 
ference to  his  right  to  recover  in  respect  of  the  monies  ad- 
vanced by  him  for  the  use  of  the  ship,  I  will  read  to  you  a 
passage  from  a  book  of  some  authority  on  the  subject.  ''As 
the  master  in  general  appears  to  all  the  world  as  the  agent 
of  the  owners,  in  matters  relating  to  the  usual  employment 
of  the  shipj  so  does  he  also  in  matters  relating  to  the 
means  of  employing  the  ship ;  the  business  of  fitting  out, 
victualling,  and  manning  the  ship  being  left  wholly  to  his 
management  in  places  where  the  owners  do  not  reside,  and 
liave  no  established  agent,  and  frequently,  also,  even  in 
fhe  place  of  their  own  residence.     His  character  and  situ- 
ation furnish  presumptive  evidence  of  authority  from  the 
owners  to  act  for  them  in  these  cases,  liable,  indeed,  to  be 
xebutted  by  proof  that  they,  or  some  other  person  for 
them,  managed  the  concern  in  any  particular  instance, 
and  that  this  fact  was  actually  known  to  a  particular  cre- 
ditor, or  was  of  such  general  notoriety  that  he  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be,  because  he  ought  not  to  have  been,  igno- 
rant of  it,  or  that  they  were,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
expressly  excluded^^  (/).   Some  nice  distinctions  have  been 
introduced  by  modern  cases,  which  make  it  a  matter  of 
some  doubt,  how  the  law,  as  stated  in  the  passage  I  have 
jnst  read,  should  be  applied;  but  the  question  which  I 

(/)  Abbott  on  Shipping,  134,  7th  edit. 
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1844. 


Williamson 

V. 

Paob. 


shall  leave  to  you  is  this :  were  the  circumstances  of  the  pre- 
sent case  such  as  to  raise  a  presumption^  that  the  master 
was  the  agent  of  the  owner^  in  order  to  procure  the  meant 
of  employing  the  ship?  And  if  you  think  that  the  cap- 
tain's position  was  such  as  to  constitute  him  the  author- 
ized agent  of  the  owner  for  that  purpose^  you  must  find 
for  the  plaintiff.  This  is  the  only  question  you  have  to 
try.  The  state  of  the  accounts  between  the  master  and 
the  owner,  about  which  so  much  has  been  said^  has^  in  mj 
opinion,  nothing  to  do  with  the  case. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin,  Murphy,  Serjt.j  and  Robifison^  for  the  plaintiff. 
W.  H.  Watson  and  Webster,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Bevan,  and  Page,'] 


Auguit  28M. 

la  order  to 
shew  that  the 
defendant,  in 
tn  action  for 
goods  sold  and 
delivered,  was 
not  liable,  it 
was  proposed 
to  ask  a  witness, 
whether  the 
plaintiff's  wife 
had  said  any- 
thing to  him  as 
to  the  person 
whom  her  hus- 
band had  trust- 
ed for  the 
goods : — Heldf 
that  the  ques- 
tion could  not 
be  put. 


Duckworth  v.  Johnston. 

UeBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. — Pleas — 1st,  except 
as  to  partj  nunquam  indebitatus;  2ndly,  as  to  that  part,  a 
tender  before  action  brought. 

The  goods  for  the  price  of  which  this  action  was  broaght 
were  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  supplied  by  the 
order  of  the  defendant,  who  was  one  of  an  election  com- 
mittee; and  in  order  to  shew  that,  in  fact,  this  had  not 
been  the  case,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  pro* 
posed  to  ask  a  witness,  whether  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  had 
said  anything  to  him  as  to  the  person  whom  her  husband 
had  trusted  for  the  goods,  and  to  whom  he  looked  for 
payment. 


Wortley,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  this  question. 
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Ckesswell^  J.J  allowed  the  objection  (a).  1844. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Duckworth 

Johnston. 

Wortky  and  Cardwell,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Baines  and  Segar,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Backhouse,  and  Wilding,'] 

(a)  In  what  cases  suc)i  evidence  dersotty  2  Stark.  204 ;  Clifford  v. 
is  admissible,  see  J?i7ter.f on  V.  ^/cm-  Bartoriy  1  Bing.  199;  Palmer  y. 
den,  1  Esp.  141  ;  Anderson  v.  San-      Sells,  3  Nev.  &  M.  422. 


Wharton  v.  Wright.  August  ZOth. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  indorser  of  a  in  an  action 
bill  of  exchange. — The  only  material  plea  was,  that  the  de-  SorierVfa  bill 
fendant  had  not  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill.        of  exchange,* 

memorandum 

On  this  point  the  evidence  was,  that,  at  the  time  the  bill  in  writing, made 

in  question  became  due,  the  defendant  was  employed  on  ant's  wife,  of 

various  railways  throughout  the  country,  and  he  did  not  no'Jicrof  d^is-'^ 

appear  to  have  had,  at  that  time,  any  fixed  place  of  resi-  honour  at  the 

^'^  .  '  '        J  r  place  from 

dence.     The  bill  of  exchange,  however,  was  dated  from  a  which  the  bill 
place  called  "  The  Brunswick  Hotel '';  and  it  was  proved  (the  defendant 
that  a  notice  of  dishonour  had  been  sent  to  the  defendant,  Jj'"™***^  "°^ 

'    having  been  re- 

addressed  to  that  place.    This  notice  had  been  received  by  silent  there  at 
the  defendant's  wife,  and  it  appeared  that  she  had  made  admissible, 

J  •  •.  •  /•  i_      •  'J  \         1.'  after  the  death 

a  memorandum  m  writing  of  having  received  such  notice.  ^^  j^e  wife,  to 
The  wife  of  the  defendant  being  now  dead,  it  was  proposed  prove  that  the 

°  '  r      r  defendant  had 

to  put  in  this  memorandum,  as  evidence  that  the  defend-  due  notice  of 
ant  had  had  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill. 


Martin,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  the  reception  of 
the  evidence,  because  the  memorandum  in  question  had 
been  made  by  a  person  who  was  neither  an  agent  of  the 
defendant^  nor  a  party  to  the  cause. 
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1844.  Cbesbwell,  J,,  however,  overruled  the  objection,  md 

Wharton  admitted  the  evidence. 

tr.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Wright. 


James  and  Atherttm,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Martin  and  WebMier^  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Stiowball^  and  LawJ] 


Juguit  30th.  HaWORTH  V.  WhALLEY. 

Where  counter.  1n  this  case  coontermand  of  notice  of  trial  had  been 
^^aUs'c^ven  servcd  on  the  defendant^  but  not  until  after  the  commisskm 
after  the  com-     j^v,  aud  thc  record  had  not  been  withdrawn.    On  the 

miMion  day,  *  ' 

and  the  record    causc  being  called  on  for  trial, 

if  not  with- 
drawn, the 

Con'the^^w       Cardwell,  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  the  coste  of  the 

being  called  on,    aSsize. 
to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff: 

Cress  WELL,  J.,  said,  that,  as  the  record  was  in  court, 
that  motion  could  not  be  acceded  to. 


Car  dwell  then  said,  that  he  would  take  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant. 

Cress  WELL,  J. — You  cannot  do  that,  as  the  plaintiff  it 
not  present  to  hear  the  verdict.  The  proper  course  is  to 
nonsuit  the  plaintiff. 

The  jury  were  sworn,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  called  accordingly. 

[Attomies— C/owyA,  and  Baclchotue.'] 


NORTHERN  SUMMER  CIRCUIT,  8  VICT. 


587 


1844. 


c 


Bentley  r.  Fleming.  August  zist. 

ASE  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent.  if  the  inventor 

The  patent  in  question  had  been  obtained  for  making  a  Und  it  to  an. 

card-machine ;  and  there  was  evidence^  that,  about  five  or  °o*have"its^*^'^ 

six  weeks  before  the  letters-patent  were  obtained,  the  in-  q"aJ»«»e8  tested, 

'^  .  and  that  other 

Tentor,  one  Thornton,  had  lent  the  machine  to  one  N.,  use  it  for  some 

in  order  that  he  might  try  whether  it  would  set  the  teeth  public  work- 

of  the  cards.    There  was  also  evidence  that  N.^s  room  was  '°°".'  ,***"  L' 

not  giving  the 

in  a  mill,  and  that  men  were  constantly  going  backwards  invention  such 

_    ^  _  publicity  as  to 

and  forwards  to  and  from  the  said  room.     It  appeared,  deprive  the  in- 

moreover,  that  for  some  weeks  before  the  time  at  which  riyh\°to°obtain 

the  machine  was  lent  to  N.,  it  had  been  in  complete  work-  ^^"^"-patent 

■^  therefor  it. 
ing  condition.  a  machine 

On  this  evidence,  it  was  submitted,  on  the  part  of  the  to  be  the  sub- 

defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  was  out  of  court,— first,  on  ^merely\w^^^^^^ 

the  ground  that  the  machine  had  been  publicly  used  in  of  the  length  of 

••.▼1  I'l  1-1.  1  ^'™*  during 

N.  s  room,  which  was  a  public  room,  before  the  grant-  which  the  in- 
ing  of  the  letters-patent;  and  on  this. point  the  case  of  keep°it™y\i 
Wood  V.  Zimmer  {a)  was  referred  to. 

Cresswell,  J.  —  Have  you  any  case  that  goes  that 
length  ?  The  case  referred  to  was  the  case  of  an  absolute 
sale;  but  here  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  machine  was 
given  to  N.  for  the  purpose  of  his  giving  it  publicity. 
The  evidence  merely  is,  that  Thornton  lent  the  machine 
to  N.,  in  order  that  he  might  discover  whether  it  reaUy 
was  worth  while  to  take  out  a  patent  for  it,  or  not.  I  can- 
not stop  the  case  on  that  point  (&). 


m, 

after  it  has  been 
made  a  com- 
plete workable 
machine. 


(a)  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  158. 

(6)  In  the  recent  case  of  Car- 
penter V.  Smithy  (9  M.  &  W.  300), 
Aldenwy  B.,  said,  (p.  303) :-"  Pub- 
He  use  means  a  use  in  public^  so  as 
to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  others 
than  the  inventor,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  the  use  of  it  by  him- 


self in  his  chamber; "  and  in  the 
same  case,  it  was  said  by  Lord^^in- 
geTy  (p.  304),  that  "  the  '  public  use 
and  exercise  '  of  an  invention  meant 
a  use  and  exercise  in  public,  and  not 
by  the  public."  So,  in  the  case  of 
Morgan  v.  Seaward,  (2  M.  &  W. 
544), — in  which  the  objection  to  the 
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It  was  then  submitted,  secondly,  that,  inasmuch  as  die 
machine  in  question  was  a  complete  workable  machine  f(ff 
a  loDg  period  before  the  letters-patent  were  taken  ooty  it 
did  not  form  the  subject  of  a  patent  at  all. 


Cresswell,  J. — ^A  man  cannot  enjoy  his  monopoly  bj 
procuring  a  patent,  after  having  had  the  benefit  of  the  sak 
of  his  invention.  But  you  cannot  contend,  that  if  a  man 
were  to  keep  his  invention  shut  up  in  his  room  for  twenty 
years,  that  circumstance  merely  would  deprive  him  of  hk 
right  to  obtain  a  patent  for  it. 

fV.  H.  Watson,  Botch,  and  Webster,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Knowles,  Baines,  Addison,  and  CowSng,  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

[Attorniea — Redfem,  and  BofherS] 


noyelty  of  the  invention  was,  that 
the  machine  which  was  alleged  to 
have  heen  invented  had  heen  con- 
structed, not  hy  the  patentee  him- 
self, hut  hy  a  third  party  at  the 
factory  of  the  latter,  and  in  which 
the  Court  gave  judgment  in  favour 
of  the  validity  of  the  patent, — much 
stress  was  laid  on  the  fact,  that  such 
third  party  not  only  constructed  the 
machine  under  an  injunction  of  se- 
crecy from  the  patentee,  hut,  fur- 
ther, that  the  machine  itself,  when 
completed,  was  not  shewn  or  ex- 
posed to  the  view  of  those  who 
might  happen  to  come  to  the  fac- 
tory ;  and  it  was  said,  that  these 
circumstances  made  the  case,  so 
far,  the  same  as  if  the  machine  had 
heen  constructed  hy  the  inventor's 
own  hands  in  his  own  private  work- 


shop, and  no  third  penon  had  smb 
it  whilst  in  progress.  (Per  P»hf 
B.,  delivering  judgment  in  ifff- 
gan  v.  Seaward,  2  M.  &  W.  558). 
In  the  case  reported  in  the  tnd^ 
however,  the  evidence  was,  thattk 
room  in  which  the  machine  wai 
used  was  a  public  room  ;  and  tin 
ground  of  the  learned  Judge's  opia- 
ion  was  simply,  that,  although  tk 
room  was  public,  still  the  machine 
had  been  placed  there  for  the  par' 
poses  of  experiment  only;  and  thsl| 
therefore,  this  did  not  constitute  a 
public  use  and  exercise  thereof 
within  the  meaning  of  the  laws  re- 
lating to  patents  of  invention.  TV 
above  case,  therefore,  would  sees 
to  carry  the  law  on  this  subject  fat' 
ther  than  it  has  been  carried  by  loj 
previous  decision. 


^ 
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CARDIFF  ASSIZES. 


BEFORB    BARON    BOLFE. 


Begina  V.  Ann  Williams  and  John  Rees.  j^y  loM. 

Indictment  on  the  stat  l  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  S.— The  first  The  delivery 
count  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoners  with  feloni-  agenirwith  di- 
onaly  (attempting  to  administer  to  one  Thomas  Vaughan  a  to^'^^JJ^  ^  J^^^^ 
large  quantity  of  a  certain  deadly  poison,  called  white  administered  to 

,        ,  another  under 

aneuiCj  with  intent  to  kill  and  murder  him.    There  was  such  circum- 
also  a  second  count,  charging  the  prisoners  in  like  manner  admlnutered 
with  attempting  to  administer  poison  to  Mary  Vaughan,  the  agent  would 
with  intent  to  kill  and  murder  her ;  and  a  third  count,  principal  felon, 
them  with  attempting  to  administer  poison  to  tempt  to  admi- 


Thomas  and  Mary  Vaughan,  with  intent  to  kill  and  mur-  ^uhTn^thTsut. 
dcr  both.  i  Vict.  c.  85, 

s.  3. 

It  appeared  that  the  two  prisoners  cohabited  together,     A.  delivered 
the  female  prisoner  being  a  daughter  of  Mary  Vaughan ;  Snd  desired ' 
and  that,  in  the  month  of  May,  1844,  the  prisoners  pro-  ?|™  v.^eer. 
cured  some  arsenic,  and  gave  it,  in  a  paper,  to  a  man  for  that  he  (A.) 

,^.  ,       ,-,,,,      .^         .        ,.         ,         .  .  wanted  to  kill 

named  Richard  Edwards,  informing  him  that  it  was  poison,  v.  B.  deliver- 
and  that  they  wanted  to  kill  Vaughan  and  his  wife ;  and  y.,  and  told"  ^ 
they  gave  directions  to  Edwards  to  keep  the  arsenic  in  the  ***"*  what  had 

,  passed  between 

palm  of  his  hand,  and  go  to  Vaughan's  house,  which  was  A.  and  himself: 

two  or  three  miles  distant,  and  there  call  for  a  pint  of  beer,  could  not  be 

which  he,  Edwards,  and  the  Vaughans  were  to  drink  to-  thetuuVvict 

gether,  and  after  having  done  so,  he  (Edwards)  was  to  ^'  ^?*  «•  ^»  ^^ 

.  .  having  at- 

call  for  another  pint  of  beer,  and  take  an  opportunity  of  tempted  toad- 
slipping  the  arsenic  into  it,  undiscovered  by  the  Vaughans,  JJ^y*  '  ^^^^ 

YOU  I.  Q  Q  N.  P. 
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1844.        to  whom  he  was  to  hand  it,  that  they  might  drink  it  and 

Rboina       ^^  poisoned.     The  prisoners  gave  Edwards  5rf.  for  his  to- 

^   V.  yices,  and  told  him.  that  if  he  succeeded  he  should  never 

Williams. 

want^  for  all  m  the  Vaughans'  house  belonged  to  the  pri- 
soner Ann  WiUiams.  It  further  appeared  that  Edwardi 
immediately  proceeded  to  the  house  of  the  Vaughansy  and 
gave  up  the  poison  to  them,  and  told  them  all  that  had 
passed.  Edwards  was  a  man  of  apparently  rather  veak 
intellect,  but  gave  his  evidence  in  a  very  dear  and  col- 
lected manner,  and  was  certainly  perfectly  aware  that,  if  he 
had  done  as  he  was  directed,  he  must  have  destroyed  the 
Vaughans. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

BoLFE,  B.,  respited  the  judgment,  in  order  to  consolftihe 
judges  on  the  point,  whether  the  foregoing  facts  wairanted 
the  conviction  of  the  prisoners  for  an  attempt  to  admioi- 
ster  poison ;  for  if  Edwards  had  administered  the  poison,  he 
would  have  been  the  sole  principal  felon,  and  the  prisonen 
would  have  been  accessories  before  the  fact.  The  questioD, 
therefore,  was,  whether  the  delivery  of  poison  to  an  agent, 
with  directions  to  him  to  cause  it  to  be  administered  to 
another,  under  such  circumstances  that,  if  administeM 
the  agent  would  be  the  sole  principal  felon,  was  an  "at- 
tempt to  administer,'^  within  the  third  section  of  the  stit 
1  Vict.  c.  85. 

E.  V.  WiUiams  and  E.  L.  Richards,  for  the  prosecutioD. 

[Attomies  for  the  prosecution —Pfri^iyii  and  JametJ] 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
fifteen  judges,  who  held  the  conviction  wrong. 
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{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    BARON   ROLFE. 


Reoina  V.  William  Neale.  Aug.  5th. 

Misdemeanour.— The  indictment  charged  the  de-  if,  on  the  trial 
fendant    with   having   carnally  known  and  abused  Ann  nient  foPa  mis. 
Smith,  a  girl  above  ten  and  under  twelve  years  of  age.         crJUaU^know. 
The  case  was  clearly  proved :  but  the  girl,  Ann  Smith,  »"?  a^^  abusing 

*  ^  ,        ,  a  girl  between 

in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  her  in  cross-examination,  the  ages  of  ten 
said^  that  she  did  not  consent  to  the  act  of  the  prisoner,  JppeaTs^that  the 
and  that  he  eflfected  his  purpose  by  force,  and  against  her  f/jjg"/^^"^  ^y^. 

will.  pose  by  force, 

and  against  the 
girrs  will,  this 

Tbumaend,  for  the  defendant,  submitted,  that  on  this  acquit^ar""^  °^ 
evidence  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be  acquitted,  as  the 
offence  amounted  to  a  rape. 

JF.  Yardley,  for  the  prosecution. — ^Every  allegation  in 
the  present  indictment  is  proved,  and  the  further  proof  of 
the  non-consent  of  the  child  does  not  disprove  any  part  of 
the  present  charge. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  think  the  case  must  go  to  the  jury. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

After  the  verdict  was  returned,  the  jury,  in  answer  to  a 
nestion  put  to  them  by  Rolfe,  B.,  stated  that  they  were 
of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  did  effect  his  purpose  by  force, 
and  against  the  child's  will. 

Q  Q  2 
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1844.        are  good  on  the  face  of  them,  and,  therefore,  there  cm  be 
no  error  on  the  second. 


Rbgima 

V, 

Gkimwadb. 


Gttrdon. — With  respect  to  the  first  count  of  the  indict* 
ment,  I  submit,  that  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  hoaie 
which  is  threatened  to  be  burnt,  is  not  sufiSdent  to  support 
an  allegation  that  it  is  the  house  of  the  person  haiing 
that  reversionary  interest ;  and  that  the  house  stated  to  be 
the  house  of  any  person,  must  be  taken  to  mean  the  home 
of  the  person  in  possession  of  it.    The  words  of  the  stst 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3,  are,  "  If  any  person  shall  knowing 
and  wilfully  send  or  deliver  any  letter  or  writing,  with  or 
without  any  name  or  signature  subscribed  thereto^  or 
with  a  fictitious  name  or  signature,'^  '^  threatening  tokillir 
murder  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  or  to  bum  or  de- 
stroy his  or  their  houses,  out-houses,  bams,  stacks  of  con^ 
grain,  hay,  or  straw,''  he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony. 

Alderson,  B. — But  for  the  cases,  I  should  have  though 
that  that  would  include  any  letter  sent  to  any  of  her  lb- 
jesty's  subjects,  respecting  the  property  of  any  of  her 
Majesty's  subjects. 

Gnrdon. — In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Burridge  {a),  two 
counts  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  send- 
ing a  threatening  letter  to  a  person  named  Ley,  thietft- 
ening  to  burn  a  house,  his  property ;  and  two  other  coonti 
charged  the  sending  the  letter  to  Ley,  threatening  to  burn 
the  house,  but  stating  the  house  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
Elliott,  and  the  property  of  Ley.  Elliott  was  Ley's  teaanti 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  first  two  counts  were  sot 
proved,  as  it  was  Elliott's  house,  and  not  Ley's,  and  that  tk 
two  latter  counts  did  not  charge  any  offence  within  the  sts- 
tute.  Mr.  Justice  Maule  was  of  that  opinion,  and  said,  thit 
^'  it  must  otherwise  be  admitted,  that,  if  a  party  should  htfe 
any  interest  whatever  in  a  house,  such  as  a  reversion  expect- 

(a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  296. 
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description  of '  Sir  Joshua  Rowley,  Bart.,  Stoke,  Suffolk/        1844. 
Queatening  to  destroy  the  house,  out-houses,  bams,  stacks       it,GiNA 
of  oom,  grain,  hay,  and  straw,  the  property  of  the  said  Sir  «• 

Joshua  Bicketts  Rowley,  Baronet,  a  subject  of  our  lady  the 
Qneen,  then  and  there  being ;  which  said  letter  is  as  fol- 
lows, that  is  to  say : — 

^  '  Sir, — This  is  to  inform  you,  that,  unless  your  tenant, 
Mr.  Brown,  of  Polstead,  pay  his  men  an  advance  of  wages, 
the  present  being  8^.  per  week  for  twelve  hours'  labour,  he 
will  be  visited  with  a  blaze ;  but  your  timely  interference 
may  prevent  the  intended  calamity. 

'  A  Polstead  labourer. 

'' '  P.S. — Mr.  Brown's  8*.  per  week  and  80*.  per  week  for 
a  policeman  will  not  do;  not  but  what  an  8*.  labourer 
wants  looking  after,  for  it  is  impossible  for  that  man  to 
live  honestly  without  getting  into  debt;  he  is  the  only  one 
in  the  parish  at  8*.:'  against  the  form  of  the  statute '^  &c. 

The  second  count  charged,  that  the  prisoner,  on  &c., 
with  force  and  arms,  at  &c.,  *'  knowingly,  wilfully,  and 
feloniously  did  send  to  one  WiUiam  Brown  a  certain  letter, 
with  a  certain  fictitious  signature,  to  wit,  the  signature 
'  A  Polstead  labourer,'  subscribed  thereto,  directed  to  Sir 
Joshua  Bicketts  Rowley,  Baronet,  by  the  name  and  de- 
scription of  '  Sir  Joshua  Rowley,  Bart.,  Stoke,  Suffolk,' 
threatening  to  bum  and  destroy  the  house,  out-houses, 
bams,  stacks  of  com,  grain,  hay,  and  straw,  the  property 
of  the  said  William  Brown,  a  subject  of  our  lady  the 
Qneen,  then  and  there  being,  which  said  letter  is  as  fol- 
lows, that  is  to  say:  [setting  out  the  letter  as  in  the  first 
count] :  against  the  form  of  the  statute,"  &c. 

The  third  count  charged,  that  the  prisoner,  on  &c.,  with 
Ibrce  and  arms,  at  &c.,  "  knowingly,  wilfully,  and  feloni- 
ously did  send  to  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley,  Baronet,  a 
certain  letter,  with  a  certain  fictitious  signature,  to  wit,  the 
signature  '  A  Polstead  labourer,'  subscribed  thereto,  di- 
rected to  the  said  Sir  Joshua  Ricketts  Rowley,  Baronet,  by 
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1844.        the  name  and  description  of  '  Sir  Joshoa  Bowlejr,  Bart, 
^[^^"J^      Stoke,  SuflFolk/  threatening  to  bum  and  destroy  the  houe, 
V.  out-houses^  bams,  stacks  of  com,  grain,  hay,  and  stnw, 

the  property  of  one  William  Brown,  a  subject  of  our  lad^ 
the  Queen,  then  and  there  being;  which  said  letter  is  at 
follows,  that  is  to  say :  [setting  out  the  letter  as  in  the 
first  count] :  against  the  form  of  the  statute ''  &a 

It  was  proved  that  the  letter  set  out  in  the  indictment 
was  left  by  the  prisoner  at  a  gate  in  a  public  road  near  Sir 
J.  Bowley^s  house,  directed  as  stated  in  the  indictment, 
and  sealed;  and  that  the  letter  having  been  found  there  by 
one  of  the  witnesses,  it  was  forwarded  by  him  to  Sir  J. 
Rowley's  house  and  there  deposited  in  the  steward's  room, 
and  it  was  there  opened  by  Mr.  Hardy  the  steward,  wlio 
was  authorized  by  Sir  J.  B/Owley  to  open  and  read  such 
letters;  but  Mr.  Hardy,  having  opened  and  read  the  letter, 
did  not  deliver  it  to  Sir  J.  B/Owley  or  to  Mr.  Brown,  wbo 
was  a  tenant  of  Sir  J.  Rowley,  but  handed  it  over  to  St^ 
phen  English,  a  constable,  who,  on  the  9th  of  April  follow- 
ing, shewed  the  letter  both  to  Mr.  Brown  and  to  Sir  J. 
Rowley.  Mr.  Brown  occupied  a  house,  out-houses,  bam, 
and  farming  premises  belonging  to  Sir  J.  Rowley,  nnder 
an  agreement,  two  years  of  which  remained  unexpired; 
and  he  held  no  property  under  any  other  landlord,  and 
was  possessed  of  no  house,  out-houses,  bam,  or  fanning 
premises  of  his  own. 

Alderson,  B;,  (in  summing  up). — ^With  respect  to  tlie 
first  count  of  this  indictment,  which  charges  the  prisoner 
with  sending  a  letter  to  Sir  J.  Rowley,  threatening  to 
bum  his.  Sir  J.  Rowley^s,  property,  I  think,  that  as  the 
house,  out-houses,  and  bams  in  the  occupation  of  Mr. 
Brown  belong  in  reversion  to  Sir  J.  Rowley,  the  prisoner 
may  be  convicted  on  that  count;  and,  with  respect  to  tbe 
second  count,  you  will  consider  whether  the  prisoner,  in 
leaving  this  letter  in  the  manner  that  has  been  described, 
intended  that  it  should  not  only  reach  Sir  J.  Rowlej,  to 
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irhom  it  was  directed,  but  that  it  should  also  reach  Mr.         ig44. 
Brown ;  for  if  you  think  that  the  prisoner  did  so  intend,        RmamA. 
[  am  of  opinion  that  that  would  be  a  sending  of  the  letter     _     v- 
o  Mr.  Brown,  and  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  found  guilty 
m  the  second  count  of  the  indictment.    With  respect  to 
he  third  count,  which  is  invalid  in  point  of  law,  an  ac- 
piittal  may  be  taken  on  that. 

Verdict — Guilty  on  the  first  and  second  counts 
of  the  indictment,  and  Not  guilty  on  the 
third  count. 

Aldebson,  B.,  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  be  transported 
for  ten  years,  but  reserved  the  case  for  the  consideration 
rf  the  fifteen  judges. 

Prendergcut  and  (yMalley,  for  the  prosecution. 
Gurdon,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Almacky  and .] 


BB90RB  LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.,   TINDAL,  C.  J.,   POLLOCK,  C.  B.,       Nov.  16M. 
PABKE,    B.,     ALDEBSON,     B.,    PATTESON,    J.,     GUBNEY,    B., 
WILLIAMS,   J.,     COLEBIDGE,   J.,   COLTMAN,   J.,     MAULE,   J., 
BOLFE,  B.,  WIOHTMAN,  J.,  CBESSWELL,  J.,  AND  ERLE,  J. 

Ourdon,  for  the  prisoner. —  I  submit,  that  the  prisoner 
should  have  been  acquitted  on  the  first  and  second  counts 
of  this  indictment;  but,  even  if  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to 
judgment  in  his  favour  on  the  first  count  only,  I  should 
also  submit,  on  the  authority  of  Mr.  CyConnelVa  case,  that 
the  present  sentence  cannot  be  supported. 

Aldebson,  B. — Both  the  first  and  second  counts  here 
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1844.        are  good  on  the  face  of  them,  and,  therefore,  there  can  bo 
no  error  on  the  second. 


RBonfA 

V. 
CtaUMWADB. 


Cfurdon. — With  respect  to  the  first  count  of  the  indict- 
ment,  I  submit,  that  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  house 
which  is  threatened  to  be  burnt,  is  not  sufiScient  to  support 
an  allegation  that  it  is  the  house  of  the  person  haiing 
that  reversionary  interest ;  and  that  the  house  stated  to  be 
the  house  of  any  person,  must  be  taken  to  mean  the  hooie 
of  the  person  in  possession  of  it.    The  words  of  the  stat. 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3,  are,  "  If  any  person  shall  knowingly 
and  wilfully  send  or  deliver  any  letter  or  writing,  with  or 
without  any  name  or  signature  subscribed  thereto^  (ht 
with  a  fictitious  name  or  signature,'' ''  threatening  to  killer 
murder  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects^  or  to  bum  or  de- 
stroy his  or  their  houses,  out-houses,  bams,  stacks  of  com, 
grain,  hay,  or  straw,''  he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony. 

Alderson,  B. — But  for  the  cases,  I  should  have  thougbt 
that  that  would  include  any  letter  sent  to  any  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's subjects,  respecting  the  property  of  any  of  her 
Majesty*s  subjects. 

Gurdon. — In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Burridge  (a),  two 
counts  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  send- 
ing a  threatening  letter  to  a  person  named  Ley,  threst- 
ening  to  burn  a  house,  his  property ;  and  two  other  counts 
charged  the  sending  the  letter  to  Ley,  threatening  to  bum 
the  house,  but  stating  the  house  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
Elliott,  and  the  property  of  Ley.  Elliott  was  Ley's  tenant; 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  first  two  counts  were  not 
proved,  as  it  was  Elliott's  house,  and  not  Ley's,  and  that  the 
two  latter  counts  did  not  charge  any  offence  within  the  sta- 
tute. Mr.  Justice  Maule  was  of  that  opinion,  and  said,  that 
^^  it  must  otherwise  be  admitted,  that,  if  a  party  should  hare 
any  interest  whatever  in  a  house,  such  as  a  reversion  expect- 

(a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  296. 
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ant  cm  the  determination  of  a  particular  estate,  howefer        1844. 
lemote  or  contingent,  the  house  would  be  sufficiently  de-       j^j^^ 
scribed  as '  his.'  As  to  the  other  counts,  the  offence  charged  v. 

was  that  of  sending  a  letter  to  A.,  threatening  to  bum 
the  house  of  B.,  which,  according  to  the  case  cited  {^Rex  y. 
Paddle  {b)],  was  not  within  the  act.'^  With  respect  to  both 
oounts  of  the  indictment  in  the  present  case,  I  submit,  that 
there  was  no  sending  of  the  letter  either  to  Sir  J.  Rowley 
or  to  Mr.  Brown.  The  letter  never  reached  either  till  it 
had  been  opened  by  Mr.  Hardy,  the  steward,  and  he  de- 
fiyered  it  to  the  constable  English,  and  by  him  it  was  shewn 
but  not  deliyered  to  Sir  J.  Rowley  and  to  Mr.  Brown ;  and 
there  is  a  great  difference  between  a  letter  being  shewn  to 
a  person  and  delivered  to  him ;  and,  moreover,  the  consta- 
ble might  have  known  who  wrote  the  letter. 

Alderson,  B. — ^Was  not  the  letter  sent  to  Sir  J.  Row- 
ley, when  it  was  dropped  for  it  to  be  found  and  taken  to 
him? 

Ourdon. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Pctddle  (b),  a  letter, 
threatening  to  bum  the  house  of  Rodwell  and  the  stacks 
of  Brook,  was  sent  to  Eirby,  and  the  indictment  charged 
the  sending  it  to  Kirby ;  and  the  judges  held,  that  a  send- 
ing it  to  Kirby,  as  Kirby  was  not  threatened,  was  not 
within  the  stat.  27  Geo.  2,  c.  15,  (for  which  the  provisions 
of  the  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  are  substituted);  and  they  inti- 
mated, that,  if  Eirby  had  delivered  it  to  Rodwell  or  Brook, 
and  a  jury  should  think  that  the  prisoner  intended  he  should 
so  deliver  it,  that  would  have  been  a  sending  it  by  the  pri- 
soner to  Rodwell  or  Brook,  and  would  support  a  charge  to 
that  effect ;  but  it  would  seem  that  that  meant  a  delivery 
of  the  letter  unopened.  ^ 

pArTBsoN,  J. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Wagstaffe  (c),  the 

(b)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  484.  (c)  Id.  398. 
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1844.        party  threatened  never  had  the  letter  at  all  in  his  posses- 
Reoivjl       ^^on,  and  his  wife  read  it  to  him. 


V, 
OUMWAOI. 


GurdoTL — In  criminal  cases,  the  rule  qui  facit  per  aliam 
facit  per  se  appears  only  to  apply  where  a  perfectly  inno- 
cent agent  is  employed  to  do  the  act.  Mr.  Justice  Fo»- 
ter  {d)  lays  it  down,  that  where  the  act  is  done  by  a  gniltjr 
agent,  that  makes  the  absent  person  who  employs  him  an 
accessory  before  the  fact. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — K  a  man  said,  ''I  have  written  t 
letter,  threatening  to  bum  the  stacks  of  another  person, 
will  you  deliyer  it?'*  and  you  did  deliver  it,  would  not 
that  be  a  sending,  though  the  person  carrying  the  letter 
knew  its  contents  ? 

Patteson,  J. — If  a  man  sent  a  threatening  letter  hj  a 
guilty  agent,  having  read  it  to  him  first,  could  you  not  in- 
dict the  one  for  sending  the  letter,  and  the  other  for  de- 
livering it? 

Alderson,  B — ^It  is  no  ingredient  in  this  ofience,  that 
the  name  of  the  writer  of  the  letter  should  be  unknown. 

Gurdon, — This  letter  was  open  when  it  reached  the 
constable,  and  I  submit,  that  he  could  not  complete  the 
offence  of  the  prisoner  by  taking  the  letter  to  Sir  J.  Row- 
ley or  to  Mr.  Brown. 

Alderson,  B. — The  whole  act  of  the  prisoner  ceased 
when  he  left  the  letter;  and  if  he  left  the  letter  with  in- 
tent that  it  should  go  on,  that  is  a  sending  it;  and  what 
the  constable  did  with  it  afterwards  is,  I  think,  quite  im- 
material. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^Putting  a  letter  out  of  your  possession 
may  be  a  sending  it.  Dropping  it  by  accident  is  not  a 
sending  it. 

id)  Fost.  Cr.  L.  349. 
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Pattbson,  J. — ^The  words  of  the  act  are  not "  shall  send         1844. 
or  deliver  a  threatening  letter  to  any  person"  but  "  shall       reJika^ 
lend  or  deliver  it/'  ^     ^' 

Okimwadb. 

Gurdon, — ^I  submit  that  this  is  a  case  of  shewing  a  let- 
ter^  and  not  of  sending  or  delivering  it,  and  that,  if  there 
was  a  delivery  of  it  to  Mr.  Brown,  that  was  only  by  the 
constable,  which  could  not  be  a  delivery  of  it  within  the 
itat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  all  think  that  this  case  was 
properly  left  to  the  jury  on  the  second  count  of  this  indict- 
ment, and  that  the  second  count  was  proved.  The  first 
count  it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  upon.  We  proceed  en- 
tirely on  the  second  count. 

(yMalley,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  heard. 

The  fifteen  judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the 
case,  on  the  second  count  of  the  indictment,  was  properly 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  that  that  count  was  proved. 
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KENT  SUMMER  ASSIZES. 


{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE   BABON   GURNET. 


Beoina  V.  George  Plummbr. 
Where  husband    X  HIS  was  an  indictment  for  manBlangbter. — ^The  Int 

•nd  wife  are  rwn        .  « 

separated  by  count  was  Bs  follows : — ''The  jurors  &c.^  present^  tu% 

sentTth^?"/.  before^  upon,  and  during  all  the  seyeral  days  and  timn 

^he  wuTrld^  ^^  ^^^^  count  hereinafter  mentioned,  George  FlomnNii 

puiated  allow.  late  of  the  parish  of  North  Cray,  in  the  oounty  of  Kestf 

regularly  paid,  labourer,  WBS  the  husbaud  of  one  Maria  Plmnmer,  ihe 

?o  .uppiy  h^r**  ^^^  paid  Maria  Plummer,  during  all  the  days  and  tinui 

withsheiier;  {^  |;}jjg  count  mentioned,  being  sick,  weak,  diseased,  da- 

but  if  he  knows,  ^  707^  r 

or  be  informed  tempered,  and  disordered  in  her  body,  and  through  nA 

without  shelter,  Weakness,  &c.,  unable  to  provide  herself  with  such  food, 

provide  her***  raiment,  apparel,  and  shelter  as  were  necessary  for  the  fv- 

with  it,  in  con-  tenaucc  and  protection  of  her  body,  and  being  unabk, 

sequence  of  *  ,  ,  ,  j- 

which  her  death  during  all  the  days  and  times  aforesaid,  to  provide  henoi 

^ll^LTthat  with  such  medicines,  care,  and  treatment  as  were  nee» 

mansSu^^hte^r^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  *^d  alleviation  of  her  said  sickness,  (ec*; 

(even  though  all  which  Several  premises  the  said  G^oree  Plummer,  fls 

the  wife  be  la-  ,  •  1   t^ 

bouring  under    all  the  days,  &c.,  wcU  kucw  j  and  the  jurors  aforesaid,  ftfti 

disease  which 

must  ultimately 

prove  fatal),  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  her  death  was  accelerated  for  want  of  the  shelter  wbick  k 

had  denied. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  coroner  before  whom  an  inquisition  tuper  visum  eorporit  is  taken,  tores' 
over  to  every  witness  examined  on  such  inquest  the  evidence  he  has  given,  and  to  desire  ths 
witneu  to  sign  it. 
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farther  present^  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sud  G«orge  ig44. 
Flummer,  being  such  husband  as  aforesaid,  during  all 
the  days  and  times  aforesaid,  to  find,  provide,  and  supply 
tihe  said  Maria  Plummer  with  competent  and  sufficient 
meat  and  drink  for  the  sustenance  of  her  body,  and  also 
with  competent  and  sufficient  apparel,  lodging,  and  shel- 
t«r  for  the  protection  of  the  body  of  the  said  Maria  Plnm- 
aier^  and  also  with  such  medicines,  care,  and  treatment 
■•  were  necessary  for  the  care  and  alleviation  of  her  said 
sickness,  ftc. ;  and  the  jurors  aforsaid,  Soc.,  present,  that 
the  said  Oeoi^  Plummer,  on  the  19th  of  November,  184S, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and 
the  24th  of  November,  184S,  &c.,  did  assault  the  said 
Maria  Plummer,  and  that  the  said  George  Plummer,  on 
tlia  aaid  19th  of  November,  feloniously,  and  without  lawful 
eieuae,  and  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  against 
Ae  will  of  the  said  Maria  Plummer,  did  omit,  neglect,  and 
leAiae  to  find,  provide,  and  supply  to  the  said  Maria  Plum- 
mer competent  and  sufficient  meat  and  drink  for  the  sus- 
tSDance  of  the  body  of  the  said  Maria  Plummer ;  and  also, 
during  all  the  several  days  last  aforesaid,  feloniously,  with- 
out lawful  excuse,  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  and 
•gainst  the  will  of  the  said  Maria  Plummer,  did  omit,  ne- 
l^ectf,  and  refuse  to  provide  and  supply  the  said  Maria 
Plummer  with  competent  and  sufficient  apparel,  lodging, 
ind  shelter  for  the  protection  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Maria  Plummer;  and  also,  during  all  the  days  last  afore- 
said, feloniously,  without  lawful  excuse,  confhiry  to  his 
dnty  in  that  behalf,  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  Maria 
Flmnmer,  did  omit,  neglect,  and  refuse  to  find,  proride, 
and  supply  the  said  Maria  Plummer  with  such  medicines, 
can^  and  treatment  as  were  necessary  for  the  cure  and 
alleviation  of  the  said  sickness,  weakness,  &c. ;  by  means 
of  which  said  several  premises,  she  the  said  Maria  Plum- 
mer, on  and  from  the  said  19th  of  November,  1843,  until 
the  said  24th  of  November,  in  the  said  year,  did  languish, 
and  languishing  did  live,  and  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said  34th 
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1&I4.        of  November,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  be.,  of  tbe  said  mortil 
sickness,  weakness,  distemper,  and  disorder  of  her  bodj 
did  die.    And  tbe  jurors  &c.,  do  say,  that  tbe  said  Oeoige 
Plummer,  ber  tbe  said  Maria  Plnmmer,  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  feloniously  did  kill  and  slay,''  &c.   The  le- 
cond  count  was  similar  to  tbe  first,  except  that  it  omitted  the 
allegations  of  assault,  and  also  of  tbe  acts  having  been  done 
against  tbe  will  of  tbe  deceased.    Tbe  third  count  charged 
the  death  to  have  been  caused  by  tbe  inclemency  of  tk 
weather ;  and  tbe  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  counts  repeated 
severally  the  aUegatious  in  tbe  second,  relative  to  tlie 
omitting  to  supply  clothing,  lodging,  food,  and  medicine. 
The  prisoner  was  likewise  charged  with  tbe  same  offenee 
on  the  coroner's  inquisition :  and  it  appeared  from  the  eii- 
dence,  that  the  prisoner  and  tbe  deceased  were  married^ 
and  that,  for  about  four  years  previous  to  tbe  death  of  the 
wife,  which  event  took  place  on  tbe  24tb  November,  1848, 
they  bad  separated  by  mutual  consent,  tbe  prisoner  allov- 
ing  ber  2s.  6d.  a  week.    This  sum  bad  been,  in  genenl, 
regularly  paid,  and  tbe  last  payment  was  on  tbe  Svanisj 
preceding  ber  death,  namely,  tbe  19tb  November;  from 
that  day  tbe  deceased  bad  been  ailing.     On  Tuesday,  the 
21st  November,  she  was  turned  out  of  ber  lodgings,  being 
at  that  time  suffering  from  diarrhoea,  sickness,  and  extreme 
pain.     She  proceeded  to  a  surgeon,  who  gave  her  some 
medicine.     This  she  took,  which  somewhat  reUeved  het, 
and  the  following  day  she  again  visited  the  surgeon,  who 
gave  her  some  more  medicine,  together  witb  a  note  to  the 
relieving  officer  of  tbe  union.    This  was  never  deUveied. 
About  the  middle  of  that  day  she  was  at  tbe  bouse  of  > 
person  of  the  name  of  Weller,  in  a  state  of  great  illness  vai 
suffering,  when  the  prisoner,  her  husband,  passed  by.  Mn* 
Weller  called  him  in,  telling  him  be  must  take  his  wife 
away,  as  she  could  not  shelter  there.    The  prisoner  replied, 
'*  Turn  her  out ;  I  won't  be  pestered  witb  ber,"  and  then 
walked  away.   On  tbe  night  of  Wednesday,  which  wm  wet 
and  dark,  she  was  seen  by  a  police  constable,  wandeiing 
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about^  seeking  shelter  at  Foot^s  Cray.    The  constable  took         1844. 
her  to  a  house,  where  the  prisoner,  her  husband,  lodged. 
On  calling  him,  the  prisoner  came  to  the  window,  when  the 
constable  told  him  of  the  state  of  his  wife,  who  was  ill  and 
without  lodging,  and  explained  to  him  that  it  was  incum- 
bent on  him  to  provide  her  with  lodging  and  relief.    The 
prisoner  answered,  that  he  had  no  lodging  for  her,  that 
■be  was  a  nasty  beast,  and  that  he  could  not  live  with  her ; 
and  immediately  after,  he  shut  the  window  and  went  away. 
The  constable  would  not  positively  swear,  that  the  prisoner 
actually  saw  that  his  wife  was  there  with  him.    The  de- 
ceased refusing  to  accompany  the  constable  to  the  station- 
bonse,  he  left  her.    At  9  a.  m.  he  subsequently  found 
lier  sitting  down  in  a  privy,  the  door  of  which  was  un- 
bolted,  which  was  at  the  back  of  some  houses.     It  was 
raining  hard  and  blowing  a  gale  of  wind,  and  she  had  closed 
the  door.     She  appeared  then  ill  and  wet.     At  7  p.  m.,  on 
the  following  day,  Thursday,  the  deceased  came  to  the 
Black  Horse  public-house  at  Sidarp,  being,  to  all  appear- 
ance, very  ill.     The  prisoner  was,  at  the  moment,  in  the 
pnblio-house  with  some  friends,  and  when  told  of  the  state 
of  his  wife,  said,  "  she  had  never  been  a  wife  to  him  for 
three  years ;  but  yet,  if  the  landlady  would  afford  her  the 
accommodation  of  a  bed,  he  would  pay  for  it.''     She  had 
already  received  a  bed  from  the  landlady,  for  which  the 
deceased  offered  to  pay  her,  and  she  went  to  bed.     On 
the  next  morning  (Friday)  the  deceased  was  found  to  be 
in  a  dying  state.     She  expired  before  medical  aid  could  be 
procured.  It  appeared,  from  the  post  mortem  examination 
which  bad  been  made,  that  the  deceased  was  labouring  un- 
der a  complication  of  mortal  diseases,  which  must  have 
ipeedily  resulted  in  death.     The  surgeon  who  opened  the 
body  gave  it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  immediate  cause  of 
death  was  diarrhoea  brought  on  by  exposure  to  the  incle- 
Dnency  of  the  weather ;  and  that  he  considered  the  period 
of  her  existence  had  been  abridged  in  consequence  of  her 
Hot  having  had  shelter  on  the  Wednesday  night. 


604  CASES  ON  THE 

1844.  In  the  progress  of  the  trial,  Mr.  Carter,  the  coroner, 

Rsoiir^       <^^ed  to  prove  the  deposition  of  one  Hisman,  who  had 
V-  died  since  he  had  been  examined  on  the  inqoeat.    The  de- 

position  consisted  of  what  Hisman  said  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner,  but  it  was  not  signed  by  Hisman,  neither  had 
the  deposition  been  read  over  to  him.  Mr.  Carter  stated, 
this  was  according  to  his  uniform  practice. 

GuBNEY,  B. — ^Then,  pray,  Mr.  Carter,  let  me  advise  70a 
not  to  follow  this  practice  in  future.  It  is  a  part  of  your 
duty,  and  you  are  bound  by  law  to  read  the  evidence  orer 
to  the  party,  and  then  to  procure  the  signature.  Supposing 
you  were  dead,  who  is  to  prove  these  notes  ?  By  this  im- 
gular  proceeding  you  may  deprive  the  Crown  of  most  im- 
portant evidence,  and  unintentionally  be  the  cause  of  d^ 
feating  justice. 

Mr.  Carter,  the  coroner,  then  stated,  that,  in  the  ooniw 
of  twelve  years'  experience,  he  had  not  considered  it  hii 
duty  or  did  not  think  himself  bound  to  adopt  this  conrM^ 
but  submitted  to  his  lordship,  that  a  coroner's  notes  woe 
like  the  notes  of  a  judge  at  a  trial. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  think  you  are  bound  to  take  the  evidence 
in  the  manner  I  have  already  stated  to  you.  The  depoii- 
tions  are  then  evidence,  but  a  judge's  notes  are  not  evidenct 

In  his  defence,  the  prisoner  stated  to  the  jury  the  caoMt 
which  led  him  to  separate  from  the  deceased,  and  said,thit» 
in  a  conversation  which  he  had  with  Mr.  Wells  on  tlie 
Wednesday,  he  offered  to  pay  for  whatever  reb'ef  the  pariA 
might  afford  to  his  wife.  He  further  added,  that,  when  the 
constable  called  him  up  on  the  Wednesday  night,  his  land- 
lord would  not  allow  him  to  admit  the  deceased,  but  tint 
he  then  promised  to  procure  her  a  lodging  on  the  nextdiy* 

GuBNEY,  B.,  (to  the  jury). — ^The  prisoner  stands  indicted 
for  manslaughter.    But  this  manslaughter  wears  a  t07 
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different  aspect  from  those  which  ordinarily  come  under  our        1844. 
notice.     In  the  great  majority  of  cases,  the  manslaughter,       Rboina 
indeed,  I  may  say  in  almost  all  such  cases,  the  death,  is  *'« 

the  result  of  some  violent  act  done  or  committed.  Here, 
however,  the  charge  is,  that  the  prisoner,  being  the  hus- 
band of  the  deceased,  did  wilfully  neglect  to  provide  her 
with  proper  shelter,  by  reason  of  which  her  death  was  ac- 
celerated. There  are  other  counts  charging  him  with 
iiq;lecting  to  provide  her  with  food,  but  no  evidence  has 
been  adduced  in  support  of  them.  But  whether  the  death 
of  the  deceased  was  actually  caused  by  the  act  of  the 
priaoner,  or  was  only  accelerated  by  it,  the  effect  is  the 
Mone  in  point  of  law.  If,  notwithstanding  the  nature  and 
eoEtent  of  her  complaints,  she  could  have  lived  on  till  the 
next  month  or  the  next  week,  and  her  death  prematurely 
oocorred  on  the  morning  of  Friday,  the  24th  November, 
owing  to,  or  by  the  misconduct  of,  the  prisoner,  as  laid  in 
tbe  indictment,  then  he  is  amenable  to  the  law  for  such 
miaoondnct.  It  appears  that  the  prisoner  and  his  deceased 
wife  had  been  separated  for  a  considerable  time,  and  that 
be  bad  agreed  to  aUow  her  2$.  6d,  a  week.  Though  it  does 
not  distinctly  appear  that  this  sum  was  paid  punctually  every 
week,  still  it  does  appear,  that,  on  the  Sunday  preceding 
ber  death,  the  deceased  had  received  the  stipulated  sum. 
Tbere  is,  therefore,  presumably,  no  ground  for  any  charge 
against  the  prisoner,  as  having  caused  her  death  from  want 
of  food,,  as  the  half-crown  would  have  supplied  her  from 
tbe  Sunday  till  the  Friday.  The  charge  against  the  pri- 
aoner appears  to  be,  that  he  refused  intentionally  to  pro- 
fide  her  with  shelter  against  the  inclemency  of  the  wea- 
iber,  she  being  at  the  same  period  of  time  in  a  state  of 
diaeaae  progressively  advancing,  then  very  advanced  in- 
deed, and  which,  no  doubt,  would  soon  have  ended  her 
tnfferings.  For  the  four  days  preceding  her  death  there  is 
evidence  of  her  state.  [The  learned  Baron  here  read  over 
bis  notes  of  the  evidence.]     On  the  night  of  Wednesday, 
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1844.  when  the  deceased  vaa  in  the  privy,  the  door  was  closed. 
The  deceased  was^  therefore,  in  so  far  sheltered  from  the 
weather,  and  she  requested  the  constable  not  to  take  her 
to  the  station-house,  which  is  a  remarkable  fact,  for  thefe 
she  would  have  found  both  shelter  and  warmth.  The 
facts  that  particularly  affect  the  prisoner  in  this  case  are, 
first,  the  request  made  to  him  by  Mrs.  Weller  on  tlie 
Wednesday,  when  she  asked  him  to  take  care  of  his  wif^ 
which  he  refused  to  do.  This  refusal  was  about  mid- 
day on  Wednesday,  and  you  have  heard  stated  in  eii- 
dence  the  state  in  which  the  deceased  woman  then  wu. 
On  the  Wednesday  evening  in  November,  on  a  cold  and 
rainy  night,  the  constable  knocks  at  the  window  of  tlie 
prisoner's  house,  and  states  that  his  wife  applies  to  him  far 
shelter,  but  he  shuts  the  window  and  refuses  it.  Such 
are  the  facts  of  the  case.  You  will  consider  that  he  had 
regularly  paid  her  allowance  to  her,  and  that  he  might 
have  been  compelled  to  pay  her  a  lai^r  sum  if  that  had  not 
been  sufficient.  Under  ordinary  circumstances  he  might 
have  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  her,  but  when  she 
was  ill,  and  without  shelter,  on  a  cold  and  wet  night  in  No- 
vember, the  question  assumes  a  different  aspect ;  and  it  ii 
this,  whether  you  can  certainly  conclude  that  his  refasal  to 
give  her  shelter  at  that  time  had  the  effect  of  causing  her 
death  to  occur  sooner  than  the  event  would  have  happened 
in  the  ordinary  progress  of  disease, — sooner,  in  a  word, 
than  if  such  refusal  had  not  been  given.  That  is  reallj 
the  question  for  your  consideration.  Many  cases  hare 
been  decided  on  the  precise  extent  to  which  a  father,  hus- 
band, or  master  is  bound  to  provide  for  his  child,  wife,  or 
servant.  But  in  those  cases  the  parties  were  living  under 
the  roof  of  the  parent,  husband,  or  master,  which  implied  t 
particular  obligation.  But  here  the  circumstances  are  dif- 
ferent, for  the  parties  were  actuaUy  separated.  Whether 
this  circumstance  should  take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary 
rule,  is  a  point  which,  if  necessary,  I  will  reserve  for  Air- 
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ther  consideration.  But  I  will  now  take  the  opinion  of  1844. 
you^  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  as  to  whether  the  prisoner  did, 
on  the  night  of  Wednesday,  refuse  to  give  his  wife  shelter, 
and  whether  his  so  refusing  to  do  so,  and  leaving  her  in  the 
state  of  bodily  disease  in  which  she  then  was,  exposed  to 
the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  accelerated  her  death.  It 
does  not  appear  in  evidence  that  he  knew  what  her  dis- 
ease was,  or  that  she  was  afflicted  with  that  mortal  illness 
nnder  which  she  laboured,  or  that  she  was  suffering  from 
the  diarrhoea  which  caused  her  death ;  but  he  was,  never- 
theless, informed  that  she  was  very  ill,  and  had  not  shelter. 
If  you  should  be  of  opinion  that  her  death  was  caused  or 
accelerated  by  his  conduct  iu  refusing  to  give  her  shelter, 
yon  will  say  that  he  is  guilty.  If,  on  the  contrary,  you 
entertain  any  doubt  on  this  point,  you  will  acquit  him. 
Various  cases  have  occurred,  and  will,  no  doubt,  occur 
again,  in  which,  though  juries  may  highly  disapprove  of, 
and  reprobate  the  conduct  of  parties,  yet  in  which,  never- 
theless, they  cannot,  with  safe  consciences,  convict  them 
on  a  criminal  charge. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
Bodkin^  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attorney —  Cartiar.'] 
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COURT    OF    EXCHEQUER, 


Second  Sitting  in  Michaelmas  Term^  1844. 

BEFORE  LORD  CHIEF  BARON  POLLOCK. 


Nov.llth.  Hogarth  v.  Penny  and  Another. 

In  repieTin,  JtvEPLEVIN. — ^Tho  declaration  was  in  tbe  nsnal  fonn. 
avoweVthe*"  ^^^  ^^  avowry  avowcd  tbe  taking  as  a  distress  in  respeet 
tJcM  for\n  ani  ^^  *^  annnity  of  £100,  granted  by  an  indenture,  dated  the 
Duity.   The       igtb  day  of  April,  1830,  to  Francis  Kemble  and  Frederick 

plaintiff  ^  *^ 

pleaded,  that  Lock,  as  trustees,  and  assigned  by  F.  Lock  and  Henkj 

"he'an^uUy  ^  Smitb  (appointed  for  tbe  purpose  by  tbe  Court  of  Cbanoeiy, 

was  inroUed.  j^  ^jjg  place  of  F.  Kcmble)  to,  and  now  vested  in  tbe  de- 

that  a  memo-  feudauts.    Tbcrc  wcrc  five  otber  exactly  similar  avowries, 

of  the  indent,  in  rcspcct  of  fivc  otbcr  annuities,  granted  by  tbe  same  in- 

ro.rofl'.'"    denture 

parties  and  Pleas  to  tbc  first  avowry, — First,  non  est  factunu  as  to 

witnesses,  and 

of  the  parties  tbc  indenture  of  tbe  Idtb  of  April,  1830.  Second,  tbat  F. 
annuitywas^o  Lock  did  not  assigu  tbc  annuity,  modo  et  formd.  Third, 
be  beneficially    ^j^^^  p  Kcmblc  was  uot  a  trustee  of  tbe  annuity,  modo  d 

received,  and  ^  ' 

of  the  con-        formd.    Fourtb,  tbat  Henley  Smitb  did  not  assign  tbe  an- 

sideration,  ,  ../.^  i/»«sia. 

[setting  out  the  nuity,  modo  ct  formd ;  and,  fifth,  after  craving  oyer  of  the 
inroiied.  Re"  indenture,  (wbicb  was  set  out  on  tbe  record),  tbat  tbe  sere- 
joinder,  that       ygi  annuities  were  granted  for  a  pecuniary  consideration, 

the  memonal  ^  m.  0 

did  not  truly 

state  the  names  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  received,  and  the  oonsideratioos, 
but  was  untrue  in  this,  that  J.  B.  was  not  the  only  person  by  whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  bene- 
ficially received,  [denying  separately  the  statements  of  the  memorial].  R^oinder,  that  tlie 
memorial  did  truly  state  the  names  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  benefidally 
received,  and  the  considerations: — Heid,  that,  on  these  pleadings,  the  defendant  mast  begin. 
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and  that  no  memorial  thereof  was  inrolled  within  thirty         1844. 
dajs^  according  to  the  statute,  (concluding  with  a  veriGca-* 
tion).     There  were  five  similar  pleas  to  each  of  other  five 
avowries ;  and  to  the  fourth  avowry,  there  was  an  addi- 
tional plea  of  riens  in  arrear. 

Replication,  taking  issue  on  aU  the  pleas,  except  the  fifth 
plea,  and  the  other  pleas  similar  to  that,  which  denied  the 
memorial ;  and,  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  that  a  memorial  of  the 
date  of  the  indenture,  and  of  the  names  of  the  parties  and 
witnesses,  and  of  the  persons  for  whose  lives  the  annuities 
were  granted,  and  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  same  were 
to  be  beneficially  received,  and  of  the  pecuniary  considera- 
tions for  granting  the  same,  and  of  the  annual  sums  to  be 
paid,  was,  within  thirty  days  after  the  execution  of  the  in- 
denture, to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  184:0,  duly  in- 
rolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  according  to  the  statute, 
which  said  memorial  was  and  is  as  follows :  [setting  it  out], 
as  by  the  said  memorial,  duly  inrolled,  fully  appears,  (con- 
cluding with  a  verification  by  the  record).  There  were  five 
similar  replications  to  the  other  pleas  which  denied  the 
memorial. 

Rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  fifth  and  other  pleas, 
which  denied  the  memorial,  that  the  memorial  inrolled 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  '^  did  not,  nor  does  truly  state 
the  names  of  the  person  and  persons  by  whom  the  said 
annuities  or  yearly  sums  were  to  be  beneficially  received, 
and  the  pecuniary  considerations  for  granting  the  same ; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  memorial,  so  far  as  the  same 
relates  to  the  said  annuity  of  £100,  was  and  is  false  and 
untrue  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  James  Brown,  in  the 
said  memorial  mentioned,  was  not,  nor  is  the  only  per- 
son by  whom  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity  was  to  be 
beneficially  received;  nor  was  the  sum  of  £1000,  in  the 
said  memorial  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  consideration 
for  the  grant  of  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity,  nor  was 
the  consideration  of  such  grant  paid  in  a  note  of  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  [denying,  in 
like  manner,  a  considerable  number  of  the  other  statements 
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1844.  contained  in  the  memorial,  as  to  the  considerations  of  tk 
annuities,  and  by  whom  they  were  to  be  benefidslly  re- 
ceived] ;  and  so  the  plaintiff  again  says,  that  there  nerer 
was  any  such  memorial,  as  by  the  said  act  of  Parliament  is 
required,  inroUed  in  the  said  High  Court  of  Chancery,  ao- 
cording  to  the  directions  of  the  said  act  of  ParliamenV' 
(concluding  with  a  verification). 

Sur-rejoinder,  ''  That  the  said  memorial  so  as  aforesaid 
inroUed  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  did,  and  does  truly 
state  the  name  and  names  of  the  person  and  persons  by 
whom  the  said  annuities  and  yearly  sums,  and  every  of 
them,  were,  and  are  to  be  beneficiaUy  received,  and  the 
pecuniary  consideration  and  considerations  for  granting 
the  said  annuities,  and  every  of  them,''  (condnding  to  the 
country). 

Peacock,  for  the  plaintiff,  having  opened  the  pleadings, 

Kelly,  for  the  defendants,  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 
must  begin. 

Jervis,  for  the  plaintiff. — This  is  an  action  of  replevin: 
both  parties  are  actors,  and  the  affirmative  of  proof  here 
lies  on  the  defendants. 

Kelly,  for  the  defendants.— The  burden  of  proof  of  the 
allegations,  ''nor  was  the  sum  of  £1000  the  consideration, 
nor  was  it  paid  in  a  note  of  the  Bank  of  England,''  oe^ 
tainly  lies  on  the  plaintiff. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  defendants  say  there  was  a  nl^ 
morial,  and  set  it  out,  averring  that  it  truly  states  the 
considerations  of  the  annuities.  The  rejoinder  does  no- 
thing more  than  traverse  that,  and  then  the  defendants  r^ 
affirm  it,  and  I  think  they  are  bound  to  prove  it. 

Kelly,  for  the  defendants,  opened  his  case,  and  there  wsi 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  s 
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verdict  for  the  plaintiflf^  on  grounds  not  at  all  affecting  the         1944. 
right  to  begin. 

Jervi8,  W.  H.  Watson  and  Peacock,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Kelly,  E.  V.  WiUiams,  and  Couch,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Megguan  ^  Co.^  and  TippetU,'] 


Dj 


BiRT  V.  Leigh.  vu-  m^ 


'£BT.— The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was  in  debt,  the 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  £40  for  work  and  labour,  and  (orjtiofot^** 
£40  on  an  account  stated.— Plea,  a  general  plea  of  pay-  f^^Q^^*  '"** 
ment  to  the  whole  declaration.  account  stated ; 

The  plaintiff's  particulars  of  demand,  annexed  to  the  ofdemandTwere 
Nisi  Prius  record,  were  for  a  balance  of  29/.  10*.,  giving  29/*io*^'"b'St''' 
credits,  and  specifying  no  dates.  j"  ^*»*  particu- 

•^  lars  no  credits 

were  given  or 

Knowles,  for  the  plaintiff.— I  submit  that  in  this  case  the  Th^'defendant 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  begin.     From  the  state  of  the  record  pleaded  a  gene- 

ral  plea  of  pay- 
End  particulars,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  ment  to  the 

the  whole  that  was  due  to  him ;  or,  at  all  events,  for  what  tion :— f?e/d'' 
murticular  work  he  brings  his  action,  inasmuch  as,  without  1^*^»  "P^**" 

*^  ^  D  ^  I  these  circum- 

that,  it  will  be  impossible  for  the  defendant  to  ascertain  stances,  the  de- 

-     ^  .      /.  ^   1        •     1  1  «  fendant  must 

what  amount  of  payment  he  is  bound  to  prove.     Suppose  begin. 

the  defendant  to  begin  and  to  prove  payments  to  a  greater  2,1;'"7,!n'r 

amount  than  the  balance  claimed  by  the  particulars,  still  '**®  balance  of 

•^  *  account  up  to 

the  plaintiff  must  go  on  and  prove  work  done  beyond  that  thU  day,  for 
sum,  just  as  if  a  plea  of  nunquam  indebitatus  had  been  put  road,"  requires 
upon  the  record.  *  ^^''  •^*'"p- 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  tliink  that  in  this  case  the  defendant 
must  begin.  Whatever  inconvenience  may  result  from 
this  course,  it  is  only  the  necessary  consequence  of  adhering 
to  a  plain  rule  of  law,  which  is,  that  the  party  upon  whom 
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the  affirmative  proof  lies  should  begin^  and  lay  that  proof 
before  the  jury.  In  the  present  case^  I  have  no  doabtthat 
the  defendant  must  begin,  for  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  if  no 
evidence  were  now  offered  on  either  side,  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  take  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount  of  hit 
demand. 

Crowder,  for  the  defendant,  opened  the  defendant's  cue. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  a  receipt  was  offered  in 
evidence  in  support  of  the  plea  of  payment;  it  was  un- 
stamped, and  was  as  follows : — "  1843,  July  8th.  Receifed 
of  Mr.  G.  Leigh  the  sum  of  21.  2s.  Od.,  being  the  bakm 
account  up  to  this  day,  for  houses  in  Wellington-road. 

(Signed)  "  Wm.  Biet." 

Knowles,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^I  submit  that  this  reoeqpl 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  as  it  is  unstamped,  ft 
ought  to  bear  a  lOs,  stamp,  as  being  a  '*  general  acknof- 
ledgment^'  of  a  debt  having  been  paid  ''  whereof  the 
amount''  is  not  '^ therein  specified,''  within  the  Stamp 
Act,  55  G^o.  3,  c.  184,  sch.,  part  1  (a). 


(a)  By  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo. 
3,  c.  184,  sch.,  part  1,  it  is  enacted, 
that  ''  any  receipt  or  discharge, 
note,  memorandum,  or  writing 
whatever,  given  to  any  person  for 
or  upon  the  payment  of  money, 
which  shall  contain,  import,  or  sig- 
nify any  general  acknowledgment 
of  any  debt,  account,  claim,  or  de- 
mand, debts,  accounts,  claims,  or 
demands,  whereof  (he  amount  thaii 
not  be  therein  gpecified,  having  been 
paid,  settled,  balanced,  or  otherwise 
discharged  or  satisfied,  or  whereby 
any  sum  of  money  therein  men- 
tioned shall  be  acknowledged  to  be 
received  in  fully  or  in  discharge  or 
satisfaction  of  any  such  debt,  ac- 
count, claim,  or  demand,  debts, 
accounts,  claims,  or  demands,  and 
whether  the  same  shall  or  shall  not 


be  signed  with  the  name  of  toy 
person,  shall  be  deemed  and  tilM 
to  be  a  receipt  for  ike  nm  ^ 
£1000  or  upwards,  within  thea- 
tent  and  meaning  of  this  schedule, 
and  shall  be  charged  with  the  doty 
of  ten  shillings  accordingly."  Bd^ 
by  the  preceding  paragraph  of  the 
same  enactment,  it  b  also  enicted, 
that  *'any  note,  memoranduo,  or 
writing  whatsoever,  given  to  lOJ 
person  for  or  upon  the  payment  ef 
money,  whereby  any  sum  cf  moocfy 
debt,  or  demand,  or  any  part  of  toy 
debt  or  demand  therwi  speaftit 
and  amounting  to  £2  or  upwsA 
shall  be  expressed  or  acknowled^ 
to  have  been  ixiii,  settled,  bakKCtit 
cr«th»rmu8uchart,,d,>rmli4* 
or  which  flball  impcMt  or  flgni^ 
any   fuch   acknowladgment,  ^ 
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Crowder  and  RawUMon^  for  the  defendant,  cited  the  case 
of  JXbdm  Y.  Morris  (b),  and  contended  that  this  receipt  did 
not  fall  within  either  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Stamp  Act,  which  was  relied  upon  on  the  other 
side. 

Pollock,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  receipt  does 
not  require  any  stamp,  and  I  shall  receive  it  in  evidence. 

The  receipt  was  given  in  evidence. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Knowks  and  Atherton^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Crowder  and  RawUnson,  for  the  defendant. 

[Altornies — Wormaldy  and  Beevor,"] 


1844. 


whether  the  same  shall  or  shall  not 
he  signed  with  the  name  of  any 
person,  shall  he  deemed  and  taken 
to  be  a  receipt  for  a  mm  of  money 
of  equal  amomit  with  the  sum,  debt, 
or  demand  so  expressed  or  acknow- 
ledged to  have  been  paid,  settled, 
halmncedy  or  otherwise  discharged 
or  satisfied,  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  schedule,  and  shall 
be  charged  with  a  duty  accord- 
ingly." 


{h)  2  C.  &  P.  44.  In  that  case 
it  was  held,  that  a  receipt  given  by 
the  stage-manager  of  a  theatre  for 
52/.  lOf.,  "  being  the  amount  of  a 
benefit  at  the  Haymarket  Theatre, 
which  sum,  together  with  iSlOO  o^* 
ready  received^  is  in  satUfaction  of 
all  my  claims  for  the  last  season" 
required  only  to  be  stamped  as  a 
receipt  for  52/.  lOt.,  and  not  as  a 
receipt  in  fully  or  as  a  receipt  for 
152/.  lOt. 


sating  in  London  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1 844. 

BEFOBE    BARON    ALDEBSON. 


A 


Pridmore  v.  Harrison.  j^^^  28/a. 

SSAULT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  24th  of  A  person  who 
August,  1844,  the  defendant  assaulted  the  plaintiff. — Pleas  anothTr^"who  is 
—First,  not  guilty ;  second,  that  the  defendant  was  pos-  JeceWe  ul)^* 
sessed  of  a  certain  document,  to  wit,  a  power  of  attorney,  po^«f  of  attor- 
and  the  plamtiti,  just  before  the  time  when  &c.,  had  tided  to  keep 
wrongfully  seized  and  laid  hold  of  it,  and  was  about  to  ^J^^cr  of 
take  it  away;  whereupon  the  defendant  requested  the  »**o">«y- 
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1844.         plaintiff  to  return  it  to  bim  the  defendant,  which  the  plain- 
Pridmou     ^^^  refused  to  do,  when,  in  order  to  re-take  and  obtain  pos- 
V.  session  of  the  said  document,  the  defendant  gently  hod 

hold  of  the  plaintiff,  &c.     Third,  a  similar  plea;  but  stat- 
ing that  John  Webb  Robinson  was  possessed  of  a  certain 
document,  to  wit,  a  power  of  attorney,  and  that  the  d^ 
fendant  acted  as  his  servant,  aud  by  his  command. 
Replication  de  injurid. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  a  witness  named  Cooke, 
that  there  had  been  an  arbitration  between  two  other  per- 
sons, named  Brobin  and  Robiason,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  the  agent  of  the  latter,  and  that  the  witness  acted  for 
the  former;  and  that,  the  arbitrators  having  airarded  in 
favour  of  Mr.  Brobin,  the  witness  and  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Ashley,  the  attorney,  on  the  24th  of 
August,  1844,  went  to  the  defendant's  counting-houe, 
and,  on  Mr.  Robinson,  who  was  there,  saying  that  he 
would  not  pay  the  amount  awarded  without  seeing  t 
power  of  attorney  from  Mr.  Brobin,  the  plaintiff  shewed 
to  the  defendant  a  power  of  attorney  which  had  been  pre* 
pared  by  Mr.  Ashley,  by  which  power  of  attorney  Mr.  Bro- 
bin authorized  the  witness  to  receive  the  amount  awarded. 

Alderson,  B. — This  power  of  attorney  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  and  the  witness,  for  them  to  receive  the  mo- 
ney from  Mr.  Robinson,  or  from  his  agent  the  defendint 
It  was  the  power  of  attorney  of  the  witness. 

It  was  further  proved  that  the  defendant  read  the 
power  of  attorney,  and  laid  it  on  a  desk ;  and  as  soon  as 
the  amount  awarded  had  been  paid,  the  plaintiff  said  that 
he  should  hold  the  power  of  attorney  till  Mr.  Ashley's  bill 
was  paid,  aud  took  it  up  from  the  desk,  aud  was  going  to 
take  it  away,  when  the  defendant  tried  to  get  hold  of  it, 
and  in  so  doing  pushed  the  plaintiff^s  head  through  the 
glass  door  of  a  book-case. 

Humphrey,  for  the  defendant,  addressed  the  jury  in  mi* 
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ligation  of  damages.  He  admitted  that  the  power  of  attor- 
ney did  not  belong  either  to  the  defendant  or  to  Mr. 
Bobinson^  and  that  they  were  neither  of  them  entitled  to 
keep  possession  of  it^  though  the  defendant  had  acted 
under  the  bondjide  belief  that  they  were  so  entitled^  from 
the  practice  at  the  Bank  and  the  East  India  House  being 
always  to  retain  powers  of  attorney  relating  to  stock  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. — Damages^  jE5. 


1844. 


PRIDMORB 
V. 

Harrison. 


Jervis  and  R.  Gumey,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Hun^hrey  and  Butt^  for  the  defendant. 

QAttornies — Callow^  and  Fyton  4*  Curting,'\ 


(a)  Mr.  Dixon,  in  his  Treatise 
on  the  Law  of  Title-Deeds,  (Vol. 
2,  p.  533)y  says,  with  reference  to 
kaws  executed  under  a  power  of 
attorney,  "In   the   conclusion  of 
tnch  lease  it  is  proper  to  say,  in 
witness  whereof  A.  B.,  of  such  a 
place^  &c.,  in  pursuance  of  a  letter 
of  attorney  hereunto  annexed,  hear- 
ing date  such  a  day ;  or,  if  the  let- 
ter <^  attorney  he  general,  and  con- 
eems  more  lands  than  are  com- 
Ifiaed  in  the  present  lease,  then, 
in  pursuance  of  a  letter  of  attorney 
bearing  date  such  a  day,  &c.,  a 
tme  copy  whereof  is  hereunto  an- 
nexed, hath  put  the  hand  and  seal 
of  the  principal,  and  to  write  the 
pirinoipal's  name,  and  deliver  it  as 


the  act  and  deed  of  the  principal." 
And  for  this  he  cites  2  Bart.  Elem. 
of  Con.  582,  n.  I.  Mr.  By  the  wood 
(2  Byth.  Con.,  2nd  ed.,  661)  says 
that  a  purchaser  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  accept  a  conveyance  un- 
der a  power  of  attorney.  And  it 
is  also  laid  down  by  Sir  £.  Sug- 
den,  (Vend,  and  Purch.,  Vol.  2,  ch. 
13,  s.  1,  No.  15),  that,  '^  as  a  pur- 
chaser cannot  be  required  to  take 
a  conveyance  executed  by  attor- 
ney, so,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a 
vendor  only  covenant  to  surrender 
or  convey  lands  to  a  purchaser  up- 
on request,  he  is  not  compelled  to 
appoint  an  attorney  for  that  pur- 
pose.** 


616 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1844. 


COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


Middlesex  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE    LOBD   CHIEF  JUSTICE   TINDAL. 


June  14M, 

In  an  action  for 
a  libel,  charg- 
inf(  the  plain- 
tiff with  a  false 
and  malicious 
prosecution, 
in  which  the 
defendants 
pleaded  that 
the  statements 
in  the  alleged 
libel  are  true, 
evidence  is  not 
receivable  of 
statements 
made  by  wit* 
nesses  examin- 
ed before  the 
magistrates 
on  behalf  of 
the  prosecu* 
tion,  in  order 
to  shew  quo 
anifM  the  pro- 
secution waa 
conducted. 


Newton  v,  Rowe  and  Another. 

UaSE  for  a  libel  (a)  upon  the  plaintiff^  a  barrister,  bjtbe 
proprietors  of  the  Cheltenham  Examiner. — The  defendants 
pleaded  a  jastification^  alleging  that  aU  the  statemmitsiB 
the  supposed  libel  were  true. 

It  appeared  that  an  article  was  published  in  the  Chel- 
tenham Examiner  of  the  14th  of  December,  1843,  charg- 
ing Mr.  Newton  with  having  falsely  and  maliciously  a^ 
cused  his  mother-in-law,  lady  Ricketts,  and  four  other 
persons,  of  forging,  or  conspiring  to  forge  the  will  of  ^ 
late  Sir  T.  B.  Ricketts. 

Kelly,  for  the  defendants,  having  examined  in  chief  s 
witness  who  was  present  during  the  inquiry  before  the 
magistrates,  at  Cheltenham,  into  the  charge  preferred  bf 
Mr.  Newton  against  Lady  Ricketts, 

Cockbum,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed  to  ask  the  witna^ 
on  his  cross-examination,  what  was  said  by  other  witnessfli 


(a)  The  declaration  contained 
four  counts  upon  four  different 
libels ;  that  upon  which  the  point 


reported   arose    was   the  second 
count. 
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who  had  been  examined^  on  the  part  of  the  proaecution^  at        1844. 
the  inqniiy.  Nbwton 


Kelly  objected  to  the  question. 

Cockbum. — The  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Newton  insti- 
tuted and  carried  on  these  proceedings  without  reasonable 
or  probable  cause ;  and  the  evidence  is  material  to  shew  the 
state  of  his  mind  when  he  was  before  the  magistrates.  It 
is  like  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  where  what 
has  been  said  by  the  prosecutor  is  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
case. 

M.  Chambers  and  Petersdorff  were  heard  on  the  same 
side. 

Kelly f  contr^. — If  the  question  in  this  case  were,  whether 
a  speech  by  counsel  was  justified  by  the  evidence,  there 
would  be  no  doubt  that  the  Court  must  hear  what  the  evi- 
dence was  \  but  here  the  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  instituting  these 
proceedings, — ^not  what  the  proceedings  were,  nor  what 
was  said  during  their  progress. 

(Hochbum  replied. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me,  that  the  evidence,  in 
this  stage  of  the  proceedings  is  not  admissible.  You  have 
a  right,  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  to  have 
tlie  story  which  the  prosecutor  has  himself  given,  from  the 
necessity  of  the  case ;  but  no  such  necessity  exists  here. 
Tea  can  call  the  witnesses  who  were  examined  before  the 
magistrates  at  Cheltenham;  but  you  wish  to  give  in  evi- 
dence what  they  then  said,  without  subjecting  them  to 
<sro8s-examination.  There  is  this  additional  difficulty  in 
the  way — ^the  gravamen  of  the  charge  against  the  plaintiff 
is,  that  there  was  a  false  and  malicious  prosecution  from 


9. 
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1844.         the  beginning.  I,  therefore,  think  I  ought  not  to  admifttiie 
Nbwtok       evidence. 

^""^^  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  third, 

and  for  the  defendants  on  the  second  and 
fourth  counts  (6). 

Cockbum,  M.  Chambers,  and  Petersdorff,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Kelly,  W.  J.  Alexander,  and  Greaves,  for  the  defendanti. 

[Attornie*— JSad^ojn  ^  Houghton^  and  NorcuU.'] 
(6)  See  ante,  note  (a). 


BEFORE    JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


June  V!th.  RowE  and  Another  v.  Polkinohorne. 

In  an  action  for  ixCTION  On  a  milliner's  bill,  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
ITiWer^^liJSn  Hvered.  The  defendant  was  the  widow  of  an  officer  in  the 
d**f^df^*^^^^*  navy,  and  the  goods  principally  consisted  of  dresses  order- 
question  as  to  ed  and  worn  by  the  defendant's  daughters,  the  eldest  of 
the  defendant's  whom  was  about  to  be  married  at  the  time  when  tbej 
'^r^l^T    weresuppUed. 

evidence  be 
tendered  with 

a  view  to  shew        Byks,  Sent.,  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  ask  one 

the  iroprobabi-  if      '  ^    '  j   r     r 

lity  of  authority  of  the  witnesses,  what  was  the  amount  of  the  defendanri 

having  been 

given  to  pur-      mcome. 

chase  the  goods. 
Adhere,  how- 
ever, an  action        Bramwell,  objected  to  the  question  being  put. 

against  a  wi- 
dow for  dresses 

ordered  and  wom  by  her  daughter,  who  was  about  to  be  married— >^eld,  that  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  the  defendant's  income  was  admissible,  as  tending  to  shew  that  the  drcsMS  were  im< 
supplied  upon  her  crediti  but  upon  the  credit  of  her  daughter's  ftiturt  husband. 
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and  that  no  memorial  thereof  was  inrolled  within  thirty         1844. 
Abjs,  according  to  the  statute^  (conclading  with  a  verifica-      hogart^ 
tion).    There  were  five  similar  pleas  to  each  of  other  five  v. 

aTOwries ;  and  to  the  fourth  avowry,  there  was  an  addi- 
tional plea  of  riens  in  arrear. 

Replication,  taking  issue  on  all  the  pleas,  except  the  fifth 
plea^  and  the  other  pleas  similar  to  that,  which  denied  the 
memorial  ,*  and,  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  that  a  memorial  of  the 
date  of  the  indenture,  and  of  the  names  of  the  parties  and 
witnesses,  and  of  the  persons  for  whose  lives  the  annuities 
were  granted,  and  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  same  were 
to  be  beneficially  received,  and  of  the  pecuniary  considera- 
tions for  granting  the  same,  and  of  the  annual  sums  to  be 
paid,  was,  within  thirty  days  after  the  execution  of  the  in- 
denture, to  wit,  on  the  19  th  day  of  May,  1840,  duly  in- 
Tolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  according  to  the  statute, 
wliich  said  memorial  was  and  is  as  follows :  [setting  it  out], 
aa  by  the  said  memorial,  duly  inrolled,  fully  appears,  (con- 
cluding with  a  verification  by  the  record).  There  were  five 
similar  replications  to  the  other  pleas  which  denied  the 
memorial. 

Rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  fifth  and  other  pleas, 
which  denied  the  memorial,  that  the  memorial  inrolled 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  ''  did  not,  nor  does  truly  state 
the  names  of  the  person  and  persons  by  whom  the  said 
annuities  or  yearly  sums  were  to  be  beneficially  received, 
and  the  pecuniary  considerations  for  granting  the  same ; 
bat,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  memorial,  so  far  as  the  same 
relates  to  the  said  annuity  of  £100,  was  and  is  false  and 
tmtrue  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  James  Brown,  in  the 
•aid  memorial  mentioned,  was  not,  nor  is  the  only  per- 
son by  whom  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity  was  to  be 
beneficially  received;  nor  was  the  sum  of  £1000,  in  the 
■aid  memorial  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  consideration 
for  the  grant  of  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity,  nor  was 
the  consideration  of  such  grant  paid  in  a  note  of  the  6o- 
Temor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  [denying,  in 
Uke  manner,  a  considerable  number  of  the  other  statements 
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PROMOTIONS. 


In  the  Vacation  after  Trinity  Term,  1844,  /.  H.  Hodgum, 
Esq.,  C.  H.  JVhiiehurst,  Esq.,  JF.  J.  Alexander,  Esq.,  K  C. 
HUdyard,  Esq.,  and  James  Parker,  Esq.,  were  appointed 
her  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  Law. 


In  the  same  vacation,  E.  BeUam,  Esq.,  J.  A.  Sngkk, 
Esq.,  and  C.  Chaduncke  Janes,  Esq.,  were  called  to  the  de- 
gree of  Seijeant-at-Law. 


In  Michaelmas  Term,  1844,  W.  Erie,  Esq.,  was  ap- 
pointed a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  vice  Mr. 
Justice  Erskine,  resigned. 
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and  that  no  memorial  thereof  was  inrolled  within  thirty         1844. 
days^  according  to  the  statute^  (conclading  with  a  verifica-* 
tion).    There  were  five  similar  pleas  to  each  of  other  five 
avowries ;  and  to  the  fourth  avowry^  there  was  an  addi- 
tional plea  of  riens  in  arrear. 

Replication^  taking  issue  on  all  the  pleas^  except  the  fifth 
plea,  and  the  other  pleas  similar  to  that^  which  denied  the 
memorial ;  and^  as  to  the  fifth  plea^  that  a  memorial  of  the 
date  of  the  indenture^  and  of  the  names  of  the  parties  and 
witnesses^  and  of  the  persons  for  whose  lives  the  annuities 
were  granted,  and  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  same  were 
to  be  beneficially  received,  and  of  the  pecuniary  considera- 
tions for  granting  the  same,  and  of  the  annual  sums  to  be 
paid,  was,  within  thirty  days  after  the  execution  of  the  in- 
denture, to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  184jO,  duly  in- 
rolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  according  to  the  statute, 
which  said  memorial  was  and  is  as  follows :  [setting  it  out], 
as  by  the  said  memorial,  duly  inrolled,  fully  appears,  (con- 
cluding with  a  verification  by  the  record).  There  were  five 
similar  replications  to  the  other  pleas  which  denied  the 
memorial. 

Rejoinder  to  the  replication  to  the  fifth  and  other  pleas, 
which  denied  the  memorial,  that  the  memorial  inrolled 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  "  did  not,  nor  does  truly  state 
the  names  of  the  person  and  persons  by  whom  the  said 
annuities  or  yearly  sums  were  to  be  beneficially  received, 
and  the  pecuniary  considerations  for  granting  the  same ; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  memorial,  so  far  as  the  same 
relates  to  the  said  annuity  of  £100,  was  and  is  false  and 
nntrue  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  James  Brown,  in  the 
said  memorial  mentioned,  was  not,  nor  is  the  only  per- 
son by  whom  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity  was  to  be 
beneficially  received;  nor  was  the  sum  of  £1000,  in  the 
said  memorial  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  consideration 
for  the  grant  of  the  said  last-mentioned  annuity,  nor  was 
the  consideration  of  such  grant  paid  in  a  note  of  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  [denying,  in 
Uke  manner,  a  considerable  number  of  the  other  statements 
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1M5.  9  Geo. 4,  c.  69,  a.  4,  it  is  enacted,  that  ''the  prosecationftr 
erery  offence  punishable  npon  indictment,  or  otherwise  this 
npon  sammarr  conviction,  by  Tirtne  of  this  act  shall  te 
commeneed  wiihm  twehe  calendar  numih$  after  the  eom- 
mission  of  such  offence/'  I  sabmit  that  this  prosecotioii 
mnst  fail,  it  being  commenced  more  than  twelve  calendar 
months  after  the  commission  of  the  offence;  the  oom- 
mencement  of  the  present  prosecation  being  the  prefernsg 
of  the  indictment  before  the  grand  jury  in  March,  184S. 
The  information  before  the  magistrates  is  not  neoeaaaiilf 
the  commencement  of  any  proceeding. 

Broif  for  the  prosecution. — ^I  submit,  that  the  infonna- 
tion  before  the  committing  magistrate  is  to  be  considered 
as  the  commencement  of  the  prosecution.  In  the  case  of 
Rex  y.  WiUace  (a),  which  was  an  indictment  on  the  stat  8 
&  9  Will.  3,  c.  26,  s.  9,  (now  repealed),  for  high  treason,  ''in 
colouring  a  piece  of  base  coin  resembling  a  shilling  with 
materials  producing  the  colour  of  silver,^'  and  it  being 
essential  that  the  prosecution  should  be  commenced  witb- 
in  three  months  after  the  offence,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
formation and  proceedings  before  the  magistrate  were  the 
commencement  of  the  prosecution,  and  not  the  preferring 
of  the  indictment ;  and  there,  although  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment stated  that  the  prisoner  was  charged  '^  with  lus- 
picion  of  high  treason  in  counterfeiting  the  current  monej 
of  the  kingdom,  viz.  shillings,'^  the  judges  held,  that  the 
variance  between  the  manner  of  laying  the  offence  in  the 
indictment  and  charging  it  in  the  commitment  made  Bi 
difference.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Phillips  (6),  proof  hjptf^ 
that  the  prisoner  was  apprehended  for  treason  respeetiag 
the  coin  within  three  months  after  the  offence  was  conmu^ 
ted  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  where  the  indictment  «if 
preferred  after  the  three  months ;  but,  in  that  case,  neithtf 
the  warrant  to  apprehend,  nor  the  warrant  to  commit,  nef 

(a)  1  East,  P.  C.  186.  (6)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  M. 
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depositions  taken  before  the  magistrate^  were  produced, 
this  casej  the  warrant  of  commitment  is  produced. 

^OLLOCK^  C.  B. — I  think  that  the  warrant  of  commit- 
at  must  be  taken  in  this  case  to  shew  the  commence- 
At  of  the  prosecution.  The  first  proceeding  was  to  take 
party  before  the  magistrate,  and  he  grants  his  warrant 
ommitment.  I  think  that  this  prosecution  is  shewn 
iftve  been  commenced  within  twelve  months  after  the 
imission  of  the  offence. 
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^.  Jeffreys  Williams  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant, 
I  contended  that  the  evidence  adduced  to  shew  that  the 
Biidaiit  was  one  of  the  persons  who  was  on  Mr.  Mait- 
d's  land  on  the  night  in  question  was  not  suflScient. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
BroB  and  Maitland,  for  the  prosecution. 
7.  Jeffreys  Williams,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornie*— n^diri^,  and  Sloeombe.'] 


BEFORE    BARON    PLATT. 


Begina  V.  Ann  Coxhbad. 


March  3. 


CONCEALMENT  of  birth.— The  indictment  was  in  the  An  indictment 

n^    •        «  on  the  stat. 

Bowing  form  :—  9  oeo.  4.  c.  81 , 

s.  14,  for  en- 
kvouring  to  conceal  the  birth  ofa  dead  child,  need  not  ttate  whether  the  child  died  before,  at, 
•fttr  hi  birth. 

!■  indictment  for  that  offence  which  charget  that  the  defendant  did  cast  and  throw  the  dead 
iyof  the  child  into  the  soil  in  a  certain  privy,  **  and  did  thereby  then  and  there  unlawfully 
peseof  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child,  and  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  thereof,"  su£B- 
Btly  charges  the  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth,  as  the  word  **  thereby*'  applies  to  the  en- 
ifo«r  at  well  as  to  the  disposing  of  the  dead  body. 

[ff  on  the  trial  of  such  an  indictment,  it  appear  that  the  body  of  the  child  was  found  lying 
the  toil,  immediately  under  the  seat  of  a  privy,  it  is  a  question  for  the  Jury,  whether  it  was 
>wn  there  for  the  purpose  of  concealment,  or  whether  it  came  from  the  mother  unawares 
tn  she  was  there  for  another  purpose ;  but  the  Judge  on  such  evidence  will  not  stop  the  case. 
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^  Tliejiirwifa^preieiity  that  Aim  Coodiead,  late  of  fce., 
an  kc^  as  kc^  bong  big  with  a  certain  female  child,  after- 
warda^to  wit,  on  the  mnedajandin  theyearaforenid,ia 
the  paziak  aforeHud,  in  the  coonty  aforcaaid,  of  the  laid  diild 
waa  delivered.  And  the  jnron  aforeaaidy  npon  their  oi& 
afocesaidy  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Ann  Coxheid, 
afterwarda)  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  in  the  year  sfm- 
laid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  pariah  aforesaid,  in  tk 
eonntr  afoxeaaid,  with  both  her  hands  unlawfnUy  did  cut 
and  throw  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child  into  andamonpt 
the  soil,  waters,  and  filth  then  being  in  a  certain  priij 
there,  and  did  thereby  then  and  there  unlawfully  dispoie 
of  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child,  and  endeayour  to  o»- 
ceml  the  birth  there<^  against  the  form  of  the  statute  ii 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity/' 

/.  Jtffrtifi  tnUuuu,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  tbii 
indictment  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  state  whether  the  chiM 
died  before  its  birth,  at  its  birth,  or  afker  its  birth.  It  ii 
also  insufficient  in  not  stating  how  the  prisoner  endes- 
Toured  to  conceal  the  birth  of  the  child.  It  states  thit 
she  threw  the  body  of  the  child  among  the  soil  "and  did 
thereby  unlawfully  dUpase  of  the  dead  body  of  the  nid 
child,  and  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  thereof,''  without 
stating  how  she  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birth. 

Carrington,  for  the  prosecution. — By  the  stat96eo.i 
c.  31,  s.  13,  it  is  enacted,  that  ''it  shall  not  be  necessaijto 
prove  whether  the  child  died  before,  at,  or  after  its  birtbi 
and  the  proof  being  thus  rendered  unnecessary,  it  can  k 
of  no  use  to  allege  it,  as  it  would  be  a  mere  superfluoiuil' 
legation.  With  respect  to  the  other  point,  the  words  d 
the  indictment  import,  that,  by  the  throwing  of  the  bodj 
into  the  soil,  the  prisoner  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birtlif 
the  word  " thereby'*  applying  equally  to  the " endesTOur 
and  to  the  disposing  of  the  dead  body. 
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Platt,  B. — I  think  the  indictment  is  sufficient.  IB46» 

Rboina 

It  appeared  from  the- evidence  that  the  dead  body  of  the  v. 


child  was  found  in  the  privy  lying  on  the  top  of  the  soil^ 
JQst  as  it  would  if  it  had  dropped  from  a  person  who  had 
gone  thither  for  another  purpose. 

J.  Jeffreys  WiUiams  asked  the  learned  Baron  to  direct 
an  acquittal^  and  cited  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Turner  {a). 

Platt,  B. — ^I  must  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
prisoner  threw  the  child  into  this  place  or  whether  it  came 
from  her  imawares,  when  she  was  there  for  another  pur- 
pose. 

/.  Jeffreys  Williams  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 

Platt,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — If  you  are  satisfied  by  the 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  threw  the  dead  body  of  the  child 
into  this  place,  and  thereby  endeavoured  to  conceal  its 
birth,  you  should  find  her  guilty;  but  if  you  think  that  the 
child  passed  from  her  unawares,  she  being  there  for  another 
purpose,  you  ought  to  acquit  her. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Carringion,  for  the  prosecution. 

/.  Jeffreys  WiUiamSy  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Curtis,  and  SlocombeJ^ 
(a)  8  C.  &  P.  765. 


CoXKBiLO. 
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1845. 


BEFORE   LORD   CHIEF   BARON    FOLLOCK. 


Mmreh  4.  Walson  V.  MooRE,  Clerk. 

It  was  pro-  £  ALSE  imprisonment. — The  first  count  of  the  declantiai 
^of^a  plain,  was  for  the  false  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff*  Second 
e^denM^a  let-    ^^^^^  ^^^  taking  boxcs  and  wearing  apparel  of  the  plaintiff. 

ter  written  by      Plea,  not  guiltjT. 

attorney,  which  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Walson,  had  been 
Sn  wsw'^rlo^  the  housekeeper  of  the  defendant,  the  Hon.  and  Ber. 
letter  written  to  Cauou  Moorc,  and  that  he,  on  Sunday  the  11th  of  Aufwti 

him  by  the 

piaintirsat.  1844,  had,  without  any  warrant,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be 

Held,  that,  if  taken  into  custody  and  detained  three  hours  and  a  Iial( 

TOu^rpIif  in  *^^  ^^^  boxes  searched  by  a  constable^  on  a  charge  tkit 

this  letter  of  ^\^q  \^2A  obtained  money  by  false  pretences  from  a  penoa 

the  defendant'!  ,  ,  J      ^  r  r 

attorney,  he       named  Hissey  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  (a).    The 

should  also  call       ,  i^i  x  ft:* 

for  and  put  in     charge  appeared  to  have  been  unfounded. 

the  letter  to 
which  it  was 

an  answer,  and       Qn  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proposed  to  put  in  i 

not  leave  it  to  ,*  ,         ^--       -rrr    tt    n  i  i    #.      i       j     * 

the  defendant  to  letter  wnttcn  by  Mr,  W.  Hulbert,  the  defendant  s  «• 
te"/o"theVain-  torney,  to  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,   the  plaintiff'i 

tiflTs  attornies      attomics. 
as  bis  evidence. 

Mr.  EdSy  the  associate,  read  the  commencement  of  tie 
letter,  which  was  as  follows : — '*  The  constable  of  West 
Ilsley  has  just  brought  me  your  letter  to  him  of  yeste^ 
day's  date.     I  beg  to  inform  you  '* — 

(a)  Iti  the  case  of /(OX  V.  Oaunt,  without  a  justice's  warrant;  ^^ 

(3  B.  &  Ad.  798), it  was  held,  that  there  is  no  distinction  in  this'*' 

suspicion  that  a  party  has,  on  a  spect  between  one  kind  of  mw'' 

former  occasion,  committed  a  mi>-  meanour  and  another,  as  brvacov 

demeanour  is  not  a  justification  for  the  peace  and  false  preteoces. 
giving  him  in  charge  to  a  constable 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — This  letter  is  manifestly  an  answer  to         1844. 
a  letter  from  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett.    If  you  give      ^j^J-ow* 

this  letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert  in  evidence,  you  ought  also  to  •• 

*  Bfooai. 

put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  is  an  answer. 

Camngtan,  for  the  plaintiff. — 1  propose  to  put  in  this 
letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert,  as  coming  from  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant.  If  the  other  side  wish  to  put  in  any  other 
part  of  the  correspondence,  they  can  put  it  in  as  their 
mdence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — If  you  do  not  like  to  put  in  the  letter 
sf  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett  to  which  this  is  an  answer, 
fon  should  not  give  this  letter  in  evidence ;  you  should 
nther  put  in  both  the  letters,  or  neither. 

Carringion,  for  the  plaintiff,  called  for  the  letter  of 
Ifessrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  (notice  to  produce  it  having 
been  given) ;  and  the  letter  being  produced,  both  that  and 
ICr.  Hulbert's  letter  in  answer  to  it  were  given  in  evi« 
lence. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £75. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Keaiing^for the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Frankum  Sf  BartUU,  and  W,  ffulberi,] 
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{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF    BABON    POLLOCK. 


March  7.  BeGINA   V.   AnN   GaBDNEB. 

Mr.  R.,  an        1  HE  fint  count  of  the  indictment  charged^  that^ "  befoie 

PotNoffice  in  &°^  ^^  ^^^  ^°^6  ^^  ^^^  Committing  of  the  several  offences  in 
London,  In-      ^]jg  g„^  |.jj,.gg  counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned/'  flie 

tending  to  try  ^  ^ 

the  honesty  of  prisoner  was  employed  nnder  the  Post-ofSce  of  the  United 
mUtreu  of  ^  '  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  to  wit,  at"  be,  uA 
^"oxfoVd^and  ^^^^S  80  employed  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  so  employed,  to 
having  put        ^^if  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  "  felonionslv  did  steal,  take,  and  cany 

marked  money  ,  .  .  j     j 

into  a  letter,  away  a  Certain  post-letter,  to  wit,  a  post-letter  directed  tnd 
mas  Hicks,   '   addressed  as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  — 

L%^':;,'jfac:d  'Tomas  Hicks, 

this  letter  in  a  «  To  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 

bundle  of  letters  t^    >i»      %  -r  -n 

in  the  Oxford  '  Radford  Lane,  Exeter, 

whVch  w^rio  go      '  With  speed.'  '  Engtod. 

Po«*officc***°*  And  which  said  post-letter  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  ind 
This  letter  Carried  away  as  aforesaid  did  then  and  there  contain  therein 
bundh  of  letters  Certain  monics,  to  wit,  two  half-sovereigns,  the  propertj 
Poluoffice!  a!  ^f  ^^^  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,  against  the  form  of 
G.  took  out  the  the  statute"  &c.     The  second  count  was  in  a  similar  form 

marked  money  ,  . 

and  denied  any  to  the  first,  cxcept  that  it  charged  that  the  prisoner  ^'liBkh 
thcTefte^r!  Mr.  niously  did  embezzle  a  certain  other  post-letter,'*  containing 
11.  neither         ^^q  half-sovcreigns,  instead  of  charging  that  she  stole  it. 

All c  wr  nil y  pc»  • 

son  named 

Tomas  Hicks, 

nor  that  there  was  any  such  place  as  Radford  Lane  in  Exeter  : — Heidt  that  this  was  nots 

stealing  of  a  *'  post-letter"  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  but  that  the  taking  of  the  monejbj 

A.  G.  was  a  larceny. 

In  a  prosecution  by  the  Post-office  for  a  felony,  it  being  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  |>rOfe- 
cutiun  that  he  appeared  as  representative  of  the  Attorney-General,— ^e/d,  that,  on  tliegw«*|* 
of  his  representing  the  Attorney-General,  he  was  entitled  to  reply  without  reference  to  the  pri- 
soner's having  called  witnesses,  or  not. 
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The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second^  except  that  it         1^45, 
charged  that  the  prisoner  "  feloniously  did  secrete  a  certain      '^    - 
other  post  letter/'  instead  of  charging  the  embezzling  of  it.  v. 

^She  fourth  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  '*  feloniously  did 
steals  take^  and  carry  away^  from  and  out  of  a  certain  other 
post  letter^  certain  monies,  to  wit,  two  pieces  of  the  current 
gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  half-sovereigns,  then  and  there 
sent  by  the  post,  of  the  monies  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster- 
general,  against  the  form  of  the  statute''  &c.  The  fifth 
oount  was  for  a  larceny  in  stealing  '^  one  letter  of  the  value 
of  one  penny,  and  two  pieces  of  the  current  gold  coin  of  this 
realm  called  half-sovereigns,  of  the  property,  goods,  chattels, 
and  monies  of  the  Bight  Honourable  William  Earl  of  Lons- 
dale^ her  Majesty's  Postmaster-general."  The  sixth  count 
was  exactly  similar  to  the  fifth,  but  laid  the  property  in 
John  Ramsay,  instead  of  in  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale. 

It  was  opened,  by  TFhateley,  for  the  prosecution,  that  the 
prisoner  had  been  for  many  years  the  postmistress  of  Ens- 
tone,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  some  suspicions,  Mr.  Ram- 
sayi  the  superintendent  of  the  Missing  Letter  Department 
in  the  General  Post-oflSce,  went  to  Oxford,  and,  in  order  to 
try  the  honesty  of  the  prisoner,  he,  on  the  5th  of  November, 
1844,  marked  two  half-sovereigns,  and  put  them  into  a 
letter,  addressed,  "  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 
BadfordLane,  Exeter,  England,  With  speed."  Mr.  Ramsay 
knew  no  such  person  as^omas  Hicks,  and,  as  far  as  he  was 
aware,  there  were  no  such  places  in  Exeter  as  the  Checkers 
or  Badford  Lane.  This  letter  he  sealed,  and  at  the  Oxford 
post-oiBce  he  placed  it  in  a  bundle  of  letters  that  were  to 
go  to  Enstone  that  evening.  On  this  letter  reaching  the 
Enstone  post-office,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  pri- 
soner, as  Enstone  was  not  on  the  way  from  Oxford  to  Exeter, 
to  have  marked  it  "  mis-sent  to  Enstone,"  and  returned  it 
to  Oxford ;  however,  on  Mr.  Ramsay  going  to  the  Enstone 
post-office  on  the  next  day,  and  asking  the  prisoner  for  the 
letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks,  the  prisoner  denied  all 
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1845.  "  "l^he  jurors  Sec.,  present^  that  Ann  C!oxhead,  late  of  kc, 

on  Sec.,  at  Sec.,  being  big  with  a  certain  female  child^  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in 
the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  of  the  said  child 
was  delivered.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Ann  CSoxhead, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  in  the  year  afoie- 
said,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  with  both  her  hands  unlawfully  did  casi 
and  throw  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child  into  and  amongit 
the  soil,  waters,  and  filth  then  being  in  a  certain  privy 
there,  and  did  thereby  then  and  there  unlawfully  dispose 
of  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child,  and  endeavour  to  con- 
ceal the  birth  thereof,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  oar 
said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity .'' 

J.  Jeffreys  WiUiams,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  this 
indictment  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  state  whether  the  child 
died  before  its  birth,  at  its  birth,  or  after  its  birth.  It  ii 
also  insufficient  in  not  stating  how  the  prisoner  endet- 
Youred  to  conceal  the  birth  of  the  child.  It  states  that 
she  threw  the  body  of  the  child  among  the  soil  ''and  did 
thereby  unlawfully  dispose  of  the  dead  body  of  the  said 
child,  and  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  thereof,^'  without 
stating  how  she  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birth. 

Carringion,  for  the  prosecution. — By  the  stat  9  Geo.  i, 
c.  31,  s.  13,  it  is  enacted,  that  "  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
prove  whether  the  child  died  before,  at,  or  after  its  birth^'' 
and  the  proof  being  thus  rendered  unnecessary,  it  can  be 
of  no  use  to  allege  it,  as  it  would  be  a  mere  superfluous  al- 
legation. With  respect  to  the  other  point,  the  words  of 
the  indictment  import,  that,  by  the  throwing  of  the  body 
into  the  soil,  the  prisoner  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birth, 
the  word  "  thereby '*  applying  equally  to  the '' endeavoor" 
and  to  the  disposing  of  the  dead  body. 
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Platt,  B. — ^I  think  the  indictment  is  sufficient.  IB45. 

RvOINiL 

It  appeared  from  the- evidence  that  the  dead  body  of  the  v. 


child  was  found  in  the  privy  lying  on  the  top  of  the  soil^ 
just  as  it  would  if  it  had  dropped  from  a  person  who  had 
gone  thither  for  another  purpose. 

/.  Jeffreys  WiUiams  asked  the  learned  Baron  to  direct 
an  acquittal^  and  cited  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Turner  (a). 

Platt,  B. — I  must  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
prisoner  threw  the  child  into  this  place  or  whether  it  came 
from  her  imawares^  when  she  was  there  for  another  pur- 
pose. 

/•  Jeffreys  Wiltiams  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 

Platt,  B.^  (in  summing  up). — If  you  are  satisfied  by  the 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  threw  the  dead  body  of  the  child 
into  this  place^  and  thereby  endeavoured  to  conceal  its 
birtb^  you  should  find  her  guilty;  but  if  you  think  that  the 
child  passed  from  her  unawares^  she  being  there  for  another 
purpose^  you  ought  to  acquit  her. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Carrington,  for  the  prosecution. 

/.  Jeffreys  Williams,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — CurUs,  and  SloeombeJ^ 
(a)  8  C.  &  P.  765. 
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1845.  9  ^o*  ^9  <^*  69>  8. 4,  it  is  enacted,  that  "the  prosecution  for 
every  offence  punishable  upon  indictment,  or  otherwise  thui 
upon  summary  conviction,  by  virtue  of  this  act  shall  be 
commenced  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  the  com- 
mission of  such  offence/'  I  submit  that  this  prosecation 
must  fail,  it  being  commenced  more  than  twelve  calendtr 
months  after  the  commission  of  the  offence;  the  com- 
mencement of  the  present  prosecution  being  the  preferring 
of  the  indictment  before  the  grand  jury  in  March,  1846. 
The  information  before  the  magistrates  is  not  neoessarilj 
the  commencement  of  any  proceeding. 

Bros,  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit,  that  the  informa- 
tion before  the  committing  magistrate  is  to  be  considered 
as  the  commencement  of  the  prosecution.  In  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  Willace  (a),  which  was  an  indictment  on  the  stat  8 
&  9  Will.  3,  c.  26,  s.  9,  (now  repealed),  for  high  treason, "in 
colouring  a  piece  of  base  coin  resembling  a  shilling  with 
materials  producing  the  colour  of  silver,''  and  it  being 
essential  that  the  prosecution  should  be  commenced  with- 
in three  months  after  the  offence,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
formation and  proceedings  before  the  magistrate  were  the 
commencement  of  the  prosecution,  and  not  the  preferring 
of  the  indictment ;  and  there,  although  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment stated  that  the  prisoner  was  charged  '^  with  sus- 
picion of  high  treason  in  counterfeiting  the  current  money 
of  the  kingdom,  viz.  shillings,"  the  judges  held,  that  the 
variance  between  the  manner  of  laying  the  offence  in  the 
indictment  and  charging  it  in  the  commitment  made  no 
difference.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Phillips  (i),  proof  hjpard 
that  the  prisoner  was  apprehended  for  treason  respecting 
the  coin  within  three  months  after  the  offence  was  commit- 
ted was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  where  the  indictment  w« 
preferred  after  the  three  months ;  but,  in  that  case,  neither 
the  warrant  to  apprehend,  nor  the  warrant  to  commit,  nor 

(a)  1  East,  P.  C.  186.  (6)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  309. 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — This  letter  is  manifestly  an  answer  to  1844. 

a  letter  from  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett.     If  you  give  ~  ^     " 

this  letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert  in  evidence,  you  ought  also  to  v. 
put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  is  an  answer. 

Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. — 1  propose  to  put  in  this 
letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert,  as  coming  from  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant.  If  the  other  side  wish  to  put  in  any  other 
part  of  the  correspondence^  they  can  put  it  in  as  their 
evidence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — If  you  do  not  like  to  put  in  the  letter 
of  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett  to  which  this  is  an  answer, 
you  should  not  give  this  letter  in  evidence ;  you  should 
either  put  in  both  the  letters,  or  neither. 

Carringion,  for  the  plaintiff,  called  for  the  letter  of 
Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  (notice  to  produce  it  having 
been  given) ;  and  the  letter  being  produced,  both  that  and 
Mr.  Hulbert's  letter  in  answer  to  it  were  given  in  evi- 
deuce. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £76. 

Godson  and  Carrinffton,  for  the  plaintiff. 
/rira/tn^,forthe  defendant. 

[Attornies— JVani^iim  Sf  BartleU^  and  W,  ffulberi.] 
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624  CASES  ON  THE 

1845.  "  ^^^  jurors  &c.^  preaenti  that  Ann  Coxhead,  late  of  &c, 

X^  "^  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  being  big  with  a  certain  female  child^  tfter- 

V.  wardsy  to  wit^  on  the  same  day  and  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in 

the  parish  aforesaid^  in  the  county  aforesaid^  of  the  said  ehiU 
was  delivered.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oadi 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Ann  Coxhetdi 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  in  the  year  afiue- 
said,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  with  both  her  hands  unlawfully  did  cait 
and  throw  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child  into  and  amongit 
the  soil,  waters,  and  filth  then  being  in  a  certain  priij 
there,  and  did  thereby  then  and  there  unlawfully  dispose 
of  the  dead  body  of  the  said  child,  and  endeavour  to  con- 
ceal the  birth  thereof,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity/' 

/.  Jeffreys  Williams,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  Qoi 
indictment  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  state  whether  the  child 
died  before  its  birth,  at  its  birth,  or  after  its  birth.  It  ii 
also  insufficient  in  not  stating  how  the  prisoner  endea- 
voured to  conceal  the  birth  of  the  child.  It  states  that 
she  threw  the  body  of  the  child  among  the  soil  ''and  did 
thereby  unlawfully  dispose  of  the  dead  body  of  the  said 
child,  and  endeavour  to  conceal  the  birth  thereof,''  without 
stating  how  she  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birth. 

Carrington,  for  the  prosecution. — By  the  stat9(}eo.i 
c.  31,  s.  13,  it  is  enacted,  that  ''it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
prove  whether  the  child  died  before,  at,  or  after  its  birtbi'' 
and  the  proof  being  thus  rendered  unnecessary,  it  can  k 
of  no  use  to  allege  it,  as  it  would  be  a  mere  superfluous  al- 
legation. With  respect  to  the  other  point,  the  words  fl( 
the  indictment  import,  that,  by  the  throwing  of  the  bodf 
into  the  soil,  the  prisoner  endeavoured  to  conceal  the  birthf 
the  word  "thereby"  applying  equally  to  the " endeavour" 
and  to  the  disposing  of  the  dead  body. 
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Platt,  B. — I  tbink  the  indictment  is  sufficient.  1345, 

Rbgina 

It  appeared  from  the.  evidence  that  the  dead  body  of  the  v. 


child  was  found  in  the  privy  lying  on  the  top  of  the  soil^ 
just  as  it  would  if  it  had  dropped  from  a  person  who  had 
gone  thither  for  another  purpose. 

J.  Jeffreys  Williams  asked  the  learned  Baron  to  direct 
an  acquittal^  and  cited  the  case  of  Begina  v.  Turner  (a). 

Platt,  B. — I  must  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
prisoner  threw  the  child  into  this  place  or  whether  it  came 
from  her  unawares^  when  she  was  there  for  another  pur- 
pose. 

J.  Jeffreys  Williams  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 

Platt,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — If  you  are  satisfied  by  the 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  threw  the  dead  body  of  the  child 
into  this  place,  and  thereby  endeavoured  to  conceal  its 
birth,  you  should  find  her  guilty;  but  if  you  think  that  the 
child  passed  from  her  unawares,  she  being  there  for  another 
purpose,  you  ought  to  acquit  her. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 

Carrington,  for  the  prosecution. 

J>  Jeffreys  Williams,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Curthy  and  Slocomhe.'\ 
(a)  8  C.  &  P.  755. 
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1846. 


BEFORE    LO&D   CHIEY   BARON    POLLO€K. 


March  4.  Walson  V.  MooRE^  Clerk. 

It  was  pro-  £  ALSE  imprisonment.— The  first  count  of  the  dedantki 
part  of  a  plain-  ^^^  ^^r  the  false  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff.  Second 
eridenc/a  let-    ^^"^^  ^^^  taking  boxes  and  rearing  apparel  of  the  plaintiff. 

ter  written  by      Plea,  not  guiltV. 
the  defendant's 

attorney,  which  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Walson,  had  bees 

an?nswertoa^  ^^^  housekeeper  of  the  defendant,  the   Hon.  and  Ber. 

Wm  b^'the*" '°  Canon  Moore,  and  that  he,  on  Sunday  the  11th  of  Angmt 

piaimirsat-  1844,  had,  without  any  warrant,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be 

Held,  that,  if  taken  into  custody  and  detained  three  hours  and  a  hal( 

counserpuf  in  ^^^  ^®'  boxes  Searched  by  a  constable,  on  a  charge  thit 

^h"d^f'*^  d^^ ,  she  had  obtained  money  by  false  pretences  from  a  penoa 

attorney,  he  named  Hissey  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  (a).    The 

should  also  call       ,  i  ^     %  i  '  t»         ^    t 

for  and  put  in     charge  appeared  to  have  been  unfounded. 

the  letter  to 
which  it  was 

an  answer,  and        Qu  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proposed  to  pat  in  t 

not  leave  it  to  '^  r  ^  r      r  r 

the  defendant  to  letter  written   by   Mr,  W.  Hulbert,  the  defendant's  it- 

te/onheVain-  tomey,  to  Mcssrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  the  plaintiff's 
tir.  attornies     attomies. 

as  his  evidence. 

Mr.  Ede,  the  associate,  read  the  commencement  of  tbe 
letter,  which  was  as  follows : — "  The  constable  of  Weit 
Ilsley  has  just  brought  me  your  letter  to  him  of  Teste^ 
day's  date.     I  beg  to  inform  you  " — 

(a)  In  thecaseof  J*oxv.  Gaunt,  without  a  justice's  warrant;  n^ 

(3  B.  &  Ad.  798),  it  was  held,  that  there  is  no  distinction  in  thii  Tt- 

suspicion  that  a  party  has,  on  a  spect  between  one  kind  of  ni*^ 

former  occasion,  committed  a  mh-  meanour  and  another,  as  breschoi 

demeanour  is  not  a  justification  for  the  peace  and  false  preteocet. 
giving  him  in  charge  to  a  constable 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — This  letter  is  manifestly  an  answer  to  1844. 

a  letter  from  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett.     If  you  give  ^  ^     " 

this  letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert  in  evidence,  you  ought  also  to  v. 
put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  is  an  answer. 

Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. — 1  propose  to  put  in  this 
letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert,  as  coming  from  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant.  If  the  other  side  wish  to  put  in  any  other 
part  of  the  correspondence,  they  can  put  it  in  as  their 
evidence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — If  you  do  not  like  to  put  in  the  letter 
of  Messrs.  Frankum  8c  Bartlett  to  which  this  is  an  answer, 
you  should  not  give  this  letter  in  evidence ;  you  should 
dther  put  in  both  the  letters,  or  neither. 

Carringion,  for  the  plaintiff,  called  for  the  letter  of 
Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  (notice  to  produce  it  having 
been  given) ;  and  the  letter  being  produced,  both  that  and 
Mr.  Hulbert's  letter  in  answer  to  it  were  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £75. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
jrfa/tn^,forthe  defendant. 

[Attornies — Frankum  Sf  Bartlett^  and  W,  Hulberf.'] 
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{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    CHIEV    BARON    POLLOCK. 


March  7.  ReOINA   V.  AnN   OaRDNER. 

Mr.  R.,  an        X  HE  first  couQt  of  the  indictment  charged^  that/' before 

Post-office  in  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  committing  of  the  several  offenonin 
London,  in-      ^|jg  ^^s^  three  counts  of  this  indictment  mentionedi"  tlie 

tending  to  try  ^ 

the  honesty  of  prisoner  wBs  employed  under  the  Post-ofBice  of  the  United 
mistress  of  '  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  to  wit,  af  ftcj  vai 
^"oxford'7nd  ^^^^^8  ^o  employed  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  so  employed,  to 
haTing  put        ^^it^  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  "  fcloniousIy  did  steal,  take,  and  csny 

marked  money  ,  * 

into  a  letter,      away  a  certain  post-letter,  to  wit,  a  post-letter  directed  and 

mas  Hicks    '   addressed  as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  — 

S'te  'Tomas  Hicks. 

this  letter  in  a  « To  bc  left  at  the  Checkers, 

bundle  of  letters  -r*    i*     i  ■■•  -« 

in  the  Oxford  '  Badford  Lane,  Exeter, 

which  wH'to  go      '  With  speed.'  '  EngltDd. 

p  ^J^  ^"**°"®  And  which  said  post-letter  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and 
This  letter  carried  away  as  aforesaid  did  then  and  there  contain  theran 
bundle  of  letters  Certain  monics,  to  wit,  two  half-sovereigns,  the  propertj 
PoluofficeTr  ^f  ^®'  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,  against  the  form  rf 
G.  took  out  the  the  statute"  &c.     The  second  count  was  in  a  similar  form 

marked  money 

and  denied  any  to  the  first,  cxccpt  that  it  charged  that  the  prisoner  ^^iwh 
thd^et^e^!  Mr.  uiously  did  cmbezzlc  a  certain  other  post-letter,'' oontainios 
R.  neither        ^^^  half-sovereigns,  instead  of  charing  that  she  stole  it 

knew  any  per-  o      '  o     o 

son  named 

Tomas  Hicks, 

nor  that  there  was  any  such  place  as  Radford  Lane  in  Exeter  : — Held,  that  this  was  not* 

stealing  of  a  **  post-letter'*  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  but  that  the  taking  of  the  moncyby 

A.  G.  was  a  larceny. 

In  a  prosecution  by  the  Post-office  for  a  felony,  it  being  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  proi^ 
cution  that  he  appeared  as  representative  of  the  Attorney-General, — Held,  that,  on  tbegnNVi 
of  his  representing  the  Attorney-General,  he  was  entitled  to  reply  withoat  reference  to  tkc  pri- 
soner's having  called  witnesses,  or  not. 


Rboina. 
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The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second,  except  that  it         \Mb, 
charged  that  the  prisoner  ''  feloniously  did  secrete  a  certain 
other  post  letter/'  instead  of  charging  the  embezzling  of  it.  v. 

The  fourth  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  "  feloniously  did 
itealj  take,  and  carry  away,  from  and  out  of  a  certain  other 
pott  letter,  certain  monies,  to  wit,  two  pieces  of  the  current 
gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  half  sovereigns,  then  and  there 
sent  by  the  post,  of  the  monies  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster- 
general,  against  the  form  of  the  statute''  &c.  The  fifth 
count  was  for  a  larceny  in  stealing  '*  one  letter  of  the  value 
of  one  penny,  and  two  pieces  of  the  current  gold  coin  of  this 
realm  called  half-sovereigns,  of  the  property,  goods,  chattels, 
and  monies  of  the  Right  Honourable  William  Earl  of  Lons- 
dale, her  Majesty's  Postmaster-general."  The  sixth  count 
was  exactly  similar  to  the  fifth,  but  laid  the  property  in 
John  Bamsay,  instead  of  in  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale. 

It  was  opened,  by  Whateley,  for  the  prosecution,  that  the 
prisoner  had  been  for  many  years  the  postmistress  of  Ens- 
tone,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  some  suspicions,  Mr.  Ram- 
say, the  superintendent  of  the  Missing  Letter  Department 
in  the  General  Post-office,  went  to  Oxford,  and,  in  order  to 
try  the  honesty  of  the  prisoner,  he,  on  the  5th  of  November, 
1844,  marked  two  half-sovereigns,  and  put  them  into  a 
letter,  addressed,  "  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 
BadfordLane,  Exeter,  England.  With  speed."  Mr.  Ramsay 
knew  no  such  person  as^omas  Hicks,  and,  as  far  as  he  was 
aware,  there  were  no  such  places  in  Exeter  as  the  Checkers 
or  Badford  Lane.  This  letter  he  sealed,  and  at  the  Oxford 
post-office  he  placed  it  in  a  bundle  of  letters  that  were  to 
go  to  Enstone  that  evening.  On  this  letter  reaching  the 
Enstone  post-office,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  pri- 
soner, as  Enstone  was  not  on  the  way  from  Oxford  to  Exeter, 
to  have  marked  it  "  mis-sent  to  Enstone,"  and  returned  it 
to  Oxford ;  however,  on  Mr.  Ramsay  going  to  the  Enstone 
post-office  on  the  next  day,  and  asking  the  prisoner  for  the 
letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks,  the  prisoner  denied  all 
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1845.  Greaves, — The  object  of  Mr.  Samaay  was,  tliat  she  should 

open  it. 


RXOINA 

V. 

Oakdnbk. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — ^No.  The  object  was,  that  the  person 
who  did  open  it  should  be  detected. 

Greav^. — This  is  like  the  case  of  my  patting  a  watch  in 
a  man's  pocket  in  the  street,  and  his  afterwards  selling  it, 
which  would  be  no  larceny  in  him;  and  it  should  be  ob- 
served here,  that,  with  respect  to  Mr.  Bamsay,  the  prisoner 
was  a  bailee,  and  not  a  servant. 

Keating^  on  the  same  side. — ^In  this  matter  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  Post-office.  It 
could  only  be  a  larceny  from  Mr.  Bamsay,  and  then  the 
question  as  to  bailor  and  bailee  arises ;  and  it  is  only  the 
same  as  if  Mr.  Ramsay  had  given  the  letter  to  the  prisoner 
for  a  special  purpose,  and  if  she  had  no  intent  to  steal  it  at 
the  time  when  it  was  delivered  to  her,  a  subsequent  con- 
version would  not  be  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Bex  v. 
Leigh  {d),  where  it  was  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner, 
who  assisted  in  taking  the  prosecutor's  goods  from  a  fire, 
in  his  presence,  but  without  his  desire,  and  who  after- 
wards concealed  and  denied  having  them,  yet  took  them 
honestly  at  first,  and  that  the  evil  intention  to  convert 
them  came  on  the  taker  afterwards,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
larceny. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  this  point. 
I  think  there  is  nothing  in  it. 

Greaves  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 
Whateley,  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the  right  to  re- 

(d)  2  East,  P.  C.  694. 
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ply^  on  the  ground  that  he   represented  the  Attorney- 
General. 

Greaves. — ^This  is  not  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney- 
General  ;  it  is  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  Post-oflSc6j 
and  is  in  the  same  situation  as  any  prosecution  by  any 
other  of  the  public  departments^  and  the  Attorney-General 
very  probably  never  heard  of  the  case. 


1845. 


Rbgina 

V. 

Gabdnba. 


Pollock^  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Whateley  has 
the  right  to  reply. 

Greaves. — Have  not  I  a  right  to  call  for  the  Attomey- 
Gteneral's  fiat  to  shew  that  this  is  a  prosecution  instituted 
by  him  for  the  Crown  ? 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  such  fiat  ever  given.  If 
this  is  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney-General,  those  who 
represent  him,  though  not  usually  counsel  for  the  Crown, 
have  the  right  to  reply,  as  in  the  Mint  cases  at  the  Old 
Bailey  [e). 


(e)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Mara- 
den,  Alexander f  and  haaesony  (M. 
Sl  M.  439),  which  was  an  indict- 
ment which  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant, intending  to  vilify  the 
Duke  of  Wellington,  one  of  hia 
Majesty's  ministers,  and  to  cause 
it  to  be  believed  tliat  he  was  guilty 
of  disloyal  intentions  against  the 
king,  and  to  bring  him  into  hatred 
and  contempt,  published  a  libel  on 
him  in  a  newspaper  called  *'  The 
Morning  Journal/'  ''the  Attorney 
and  Solicitor-General,  and  the  usual 
eounsel  for  the  Crown,  conducted 
the  prosecution,  and  the  solicitor  of 
the  Treasury  was  the  attorney.  No 


witnesses  were  called  for  the  de- 
fence, and  on  the  Attorney-General 
(Scarlett)  rising  to  reply.  Hum* 
frey^  for  the  defendant  Isaacson, 
objected  to  hb  doing  so,  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  private  pro- 
secution instituted  by  the  Duke  of 
Wellington,  as  a  private  individual, 
and  not  a  public  proceeding  on  be- 
half of  the  Crown.  The  Attorney- 
General  stated  that  he  appeared  in 
his  official  character.  Lord  TVn- 
terden,  C.  J.,  said—*  There  is  no 
doubt  of  the  rule,  wherever  the 
King*s  counsel  appears  officially,  he 
is  entitled  to  reply,*  "  In  the  case 
otRexx.  Bell,  (Id. 440),  which  was 
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Rboina 

V. 

Gardnba. 
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knowledge  of  it ;  and  after  Mr.  Bamsay  had  gone  out  for  a 
police  officer^  leaving  the  prisoner  with  Mr.  Forrest,  who 
had  accompanied  him  to  Enstone,  the  prisoner  put  some 
paper  into  the  fire,  and  on  Mr.  Forrest  taking  it  oat,  he 
found  that  it  contained  the  two  marked  half-soTereigns  that 
Mr.  Ramsay  had  sent  in  the  letter  addressed  to  Tomai 
Hicks. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — I  presume,  Mr.  fVhaieley,  that  yoa 
mean  to  confine  yourself  to  the  counts  for  larceny. 

IVhateley. — This  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of 
Regina  v.  Rathbone  (a). 


(a)  C.  &  Mar.  220.  In  the  case 
of  Regina  v.  Richard  Newey,  tried 
at  the  CeDtral  Criminal  Court  on  the 
15th  June,  1843,  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  stealing  "a  post  letter," 
containing  a  sovereign,  the  property 
of  the  Postmaster-general.  The  in- 
dictment also  charged  the  prisoner 
with  a  larceny,  in  stealing  the  so- 
vereign. It  appeared  in  evidence, 
that,  in  consequence  of  some  sus- 
picion being  entertained,  a  sheet  of 
paper  was  folded  up  as  a  letter  by 
a  person  connected  with  the  post- 
office,  and  addressed  ''Mr.  Nichols, 
George  Street,  Manchester,**  which 
was  a  feigned  address.  In  the  sheet 
of  paper  was  enclosed  a  marked 
sovereign,  and  it  was  then  posted 
at]  the  Ponders -end  post-office, 
where  the  prisoner  was  on  duty. 
When  the  bag  was  made  up  there, 
Mrs.  Osborne,  the  postmistress,  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  exa- 
mined the  letter,  and  expressed  her 
opinion  that  it  contained  money,  in 
which  opinion  the  prisoner  coin- 
cided ;  and  by  mistake,  Mrs.  Os- 
borne, while  engaged  in  conversa- 
tion with  the  prisoner,  neglected  to 


stamp  tlie  letter,  and  it  was  pot 
into  the  bag  in  ihe  precise  state  ii 
whicb  it  bad  been  posted.  Tbe 
prisoner  (as  was  his  duty)  weat 
with  the  letter-bag  to  the  poiC- 
office  at  Enfield,  where  he  was  met 
by  a  constable.  On  examining  the 
bag,  it  was  discovered  that  the  let- 
ter  in  question  was  missing,  and  on 
the  prisoner  being  taxed  with  taking 
the  letter,  he  denied  all  knowledge 
of  it,  but,  when  about  to  be  searched, 
he  took  the  letter  from  his  pocket, 
said  it  was  of  no  use  denying  the 
fact,  and  begged  to  be  forgiven. 

ClarhoH,  for  the  prisoner,  sid>- 
mitted,  that  the  count  in  the  indict- 
ment which  charged  the  prisoner 
with  stealing  "  a  post  letter"  conld 
not  be  sustiuned,  inasmuch  as  die 
paper  contained  no  writing,  and 
was  addressed  to  an  imaginaiy  pe^ 
son,  and  it  did  not  bear  any  poel- 
mark,  a  circumstance  which  did 
not  occur  through  any  act  oromir 
sion  of  the  prisoner.  He  cited  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Rathbone,  tsi 
the  Stat.  1  Vict  c.  36,  s.  47. 

Baron  Gumey  said  that  he  should 
not  decide  the  point,  but  wooUeoO' 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — By  the  47th  section  of  the  stat.  1  Vict. 
c.  86,  '^  for  the  interpretation  of  the  Post-office  laws/'  it  is 
enacted,  **  that  the  following  terms  and  expressions  shall  have  o. 

the  several  interpretations  hereinafter  respectively  set  forth, 
unless  such  interpretations  are  repugnant  to  the  subject, 
or  inconsistent  with  the  context  of  the  provisions  in  which 
they  may  be  found,  that  is  to  say  /'  and  after  a  number  of 
others,  there  is  this  interpretation  of  the  words  ''post 
letter :''  ''and  the  term  'post  letter '  shall  mean  any  letter 
or  packet  transmitted  by  the  post  under  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster-general,  and  a  letter  shall  be  deemed  a 
post  letter  from  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  a  post- 
office  to  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  addressed/'  This  letter,  if  letter  it  be,  is  a 
fictitious  one,  and  is  not  addressed  to  any  person  that  ever 
existed.  I  do  not  think  this  can  be  considered  a  letter  at 
all,  and  if  so,  it  was  certainly  not  a  post  letter. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  Mr.  Ramsay  was  called : 
he  said,  "  I  am  superintendent  of  the  missing  letter  de- 
partment. On  the  5th  of  November,  18441,  I  addressed  a 
letter  '  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers,  Radford- 
lane,  Exeter.  With  speed.'  I  placed  two  stamps  on  it,  and 
took  it  to  the  Oxford  post-office,  and  placed  it  among  the 
letters  going  to  Enstone.  I  had  put  two  half-sovereigns 
in  it.  I  sealed  it  with  red  wax,  and  made  the  impression 
of  a  key.  It  was  put  into  the  Enstone  bag,  and  dispatched 
by  the  mail  cart  to  Enstone.  I  went  on  the  next  morn- 
ing with  Mr.  Forrest  to  Enstone ;  I  saw  the  prisoner ;  I 
told  her  who  I  was,  and  cautioned  her  not  to  say  anything 
to  criminate  herself.  I  asked  her  for  the  letter  to  Hicks ; 
she  said  none  such  had  reached  her  office,  as  she  opened 


fer  witb  some  of  the  other  learned  was  sentenced  to  he  transported 

judges  upon  it.    No  judgment  was  for  twelve  years,  a  judgment  which 

delivered  on  the  point,  but,  on  the  would  not  have  been  correct  on  the 

19ib  of  Juno,  1S43,  the  prisoner  count  for  larceny. 


Gakonbb. 
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1845.        ^^^  ^^S  herself.    I  went  out^  and  I  left  Mr.  Forrest  with 
';~>' — '      her  in  the  office." 

Rbgina  ,,     1        ,  ••«       T 

9.  Mr.  Richard  Augustus  Forrest  was  called ;   hesaidj^I 

went  with  Mr.  Ramsay  to  the  Enstone  post-office  on  the 
6th  of  November,  and  there  saw  the  prisoner.     Mr.  Bam- 
say  inquired  for  a  letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks.     The 
prisoner  said  that  no  such  letter  had  come.  He  said,  he  wai 
positive  it  had,  and  if  it  was  not  produced  he  must  go  t» 
a  constable.     He  went  out  and  I  remained  with  the  pri- 
soner, who  put  her  hand  into  her  pocket  and  crumpled  op 
something  like  paper,  and  put  it  on  the  fire.     I  took  it 
out,  and  it  was  paper  containing  two  half-sovereigns,  which 
I  gave  to  Mr.  Ramsay  on  his  return,  about  five  minntei 
after.'' 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Ramsay,  that  the  two  half-sore- 
reigns  were  the  marked  ones  which  he  had  inclosed  in  the 
letter  addressed  '^  Tomas  Hicks.'' 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  this  is  no  lA^ 
ceny.  Mr.  Ramsay  sends  this  letter  for  the  prisoner  to 
receive  it,  and  it  is  not  taken  invito  domino. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^Would  a  person,  by  putting  a  bundle 
or  a  parcel  into  the  hands  of  a  suspected  servant,  give  him 
leave  to  steal  it  ? 

Greaves. — If  a  letter  is  put  into  the  hands  of  a  penon 
not  a  servant,  to  test  his  honesty,  and  he  keeps  it,  that  is, 
as  I  submit,  no  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Reje  v.  Eggvnion  (i), 
Mr.  Boulton,  the  owner  of  goods,  knowing  of  an  in- 
tention in  the  prisoners  to  steal  them,  they  having  plotted 
so  to  do  with  his  servant,  directed  his  servant  to  carry  on 
the  business,  with  a  view  to  the  detection  of  the  thieves; 
in  consequence  of  which,  the  servant,  with  the  consent  of 

{h)  2  East,  P.  C.  666,  cited  2  Greav.  ed.  of  Run.  C.  &  M.  19. 
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bia  master,  agreed  with  the  prisoners  to  open  the  outer- 
door  to  them,  and  let  them  into  the  hoase,  where  they 
broke  open  inner  apartments  and  took  the  goods;  and 
there  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  doubted  whether  it  could  be 
said  to  be  done  invito  domino,  where  the  owner  had  direct- 
ed his  servant  to  carry  on  the  business,  to  open  the  door, 
and  meant  that  the  prisoners  should  be  encouraged  by  the 
presence  of  that  servant,  and  that  by  his  assistance  they 
should  take  the  goods  so  as  to  make  a  complete  felony, 
though  he  did  not  mean  that  they  should  carry  them 
away(f).  In  the  present  case,  the  moving  party  was  the 
prosecutor,  and  this  transaction  never  could  have  occurred 
but  for  the  act  of  the  prosecutor.  The  thing  was  put  into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  prisoner  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  prosecutor  himself;  and  if  the  prosecutor  had 
brought  an  action  of  trespass,  might  not  the  prisoner  have 
pleaded  leave  and  license? 


1845. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — The  moment  that  the  prisoner  opened 
the  letter,  and  took  the  two  half-sovereigns  out  of  it  and 
put  them  into  her  pocket,  she  became  a  trespasser  ab 
miiio. 


(c)  With  respect  to  the  larceny, 
the  majority  of  the  judges  '^  thought 
that  there  was  no  assent  in  Boul- 
ton ;  that,  his  object  being  to  detect 
the  prisoners,  he  only  gave  them 
a  greater  facility  to  commit  the 
larceny  than  they  otherwise  might 
have  had ;  and  that  this  could  no 
more  be  considered  an  assent,  than 
if  a  man,  knowing  of  the  intent 
of  thieves  to  break  into  his  house, 
were  not  to  secure  it  with  the  usual 
immber  of  bolts.  That  there  was 
00  distinguishing  between  the  de- 
grees of  facility  a  thief  might  have 
given  to  him ;  that  it  could  only  be 


considered  as  an  apparent  assent; 
that  Boulton  never  meant  that  the 
prisoners  should  take  away  his  pro- 
perty ;  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
design  originating  with  the  prison- 
ers, and  Boulton 's  taking  no  steps 
to  facilitate  or  induce  the  offence 
until  aflerit  had  been  thought  of 
and  resolved  on  by  them,  formed, 
with  some  of  the  judges,  a  very 
considerable  ingredient  in  the  case, 
and  differed  it  much  from  what  it 
might  have  been  if  Boulton  had 
employed  his  servant  to  suggest  it 
originally  to  the  prisoners."  2  East, 
P.  C.  667. 
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1845.  Greaves. — The  object  of  Mr.  Bamsay  was^  tliat  she  should 

open  it. 


Reoina 

V. 

Oardnbk. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — ^No.  The  object  was,  that  the  penon 
who  did  open  it  shonld  be  detected. 

Greav^, — This  is  like  the  case  of  my  patting  a  watch  in 
a  man's  pocket  in  the  street,  and  his  afterwards  selling  i^ 
which  would  be  no  larceny  in  him;  and  it  shonld  be  ob- 
served here,  that,  with  respect  to  Mr.  Bamsay,  the  prisoner 
was  a  bailee,  and  not  a  servant. 

Keating,  on  the  same  side. — ^In  this  matter  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  Post-ofSoe.  It 
could  only  be  a  larceny  from  Mr.  Bamsay,  and  then  the 
question  as  to  bailor  and  bailee  arises ;  and  it  is  only  the 
same  as  if  Mr.  Bamsay  had  given  the  letter  to  the  prisoner 
for  a  special  purpose,  and  if  she  had  no  intent  to  steal  it  at 
the  time  when  it  was  delivered  to  her,  a  subsequent  con* 
version  would  not  be  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Leiffh  {d),  where  it  was  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner, 
who  assisted  in  taking  the  prosecutor's  goods  from  a  fire, 
in  his  presence,  but  without  his  desire,  and  who  afte^ 
wards  concealed  and  denied  having  them,  yet  took  them 
honestly  at  first,  and  that  the  evil  intention  to  convert 
them  came  on  the  taker  afterwards,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
larceny. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  this  point 
I  think  there  is  nothing  in  it. 

Greaves  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 
Whateley,  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the  right  to  le- 

{d)  2  East,  P.  C.  694. 
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ply,  on  the  ground  that  he   represented  the  Attorney- 
General. 

Oreaves. — ^This  is  not  a  prosecution  by  the  Attomey- 
Gteneral ;  it  is  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  Post-oflSce, 
and  is  in  the  same  situation  as  any  prosecution  by  any 
other  of  the  public  departments,  and  the  Attorney-General 
very  probably  never  heard  of  the  case. 


1845. 


RlOINA 
V. 

Gardker. 


Pollock,  C.  6. — I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Whateley  has 
the  right  to  reply. 

Greaves. — Have  not  I  a  right  to  call  for  the  Attorney- 
General's  fiat  to  shew  that  this  is  a  prosecution  instituted 
ly  him  for  the  Crown  ? 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  such  fiat  ever  given.  If 
fhis  is  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney-General,  those  who 
represent  him,  though  not  usually  counsel  for  the  Crown, 
liave  the  right  to  reply,  as  in  the  Mint  cases  at  the  Old 
Sailey  (e). 


(e)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Man- 
den,  Alexander^  and  Itaactoriy  (M. 
&  M.  439),  iprbich  was  an  indict- 
ment which  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant, intending  to  vilify  the 
I>iike  of  Wellington,  one  of  his 
Majesty's  ministers,  and  to  cause 
it  to  be  believed  tliat  he  was  guilty 
cf  disloyal  intentions  against  the 
king,  and  to  bring  him  into  hatred 
«nd  contempt,  published  a  libel  on 
liim  in  a  newspaper  called  *'  Tlie 
liloniing  Journal,"  '^the  Attorney 
«nd  Solicitor-General,  and  the  usual 
counsel  for  the  Crown,  conducted 
^t  prosecution,  and  the  solicitor  of 
^be  Treasury  was  the  attorney.  No 


witnesses  were  called  for  the  de- 
fence, and  on  the  Attorney-General 
(Scarlett)  rising  to  reply,  Hum^ 
freyy  for  the  defendant  Isaacson, 
objected  to  his  doing  so,  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  private  pro- 
secution instituted  by  the  Duke  of 
Wellington,  as  a  private  individual, 
and  not  a  public  proceeding  on  be- 
half of  the  Crown.  The  Attorney- 
General  stated  that  he  appeared  in 
his  official  character.  Lord  Ten- 
ter den^  C.  J.,  said—'  There  is  no 
doubt  of  the  rule,  wherever  the 
King* 8  counsel  appears  officially,  he 
is  entitled  to  reply,*  "  In  the  case 
ofRexv.  ^e//,  (Id. 440),  which  was 
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1845. 


STAFFORD  ASSIZES. 


{CwU  Side). 


BEFORE   LORD    CHIEF    BARON    POLLOCK. 


March  17. 


Whitehouse^  AdmimBtrator  of  Sarah  Whitshouse, 

V.  Abberley. 

UeBT. — ^The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  the  plainti£f's  late  wife  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  as  executor  of  Joseph  Abberley, 
deceased,  for  a  legacy  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  the  plain- 
tiff^s  late  wife  for  her  separate  use,  and  remaining  in  the 
defendant's  hands,  and  retained  and  forborne  to  him  for 
certain  interest,  payable  in  respect  thereof,  at  his  request 
and  by  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff's  late  wife  (a). 


In  debt  against 
an  executor 
lor  a  legacy, 
which,  it  was 
alleged,  be  was, 
by  agreement 
with  the  lega- 
tee, to  retain 
and  to  pay  in- 
terest upon  it, 
the  defendant 
pleaded  the 
Statute  of 
Limitations.   It 
was  proposed  to 

take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  by  putting  in  letters  written  by  the  defendant'* 
son,  who  assisted  him  in  his  trade,  and  received  for  him  money  due  to  him  in  the  way  of  his 
business  as  a  shoe  manufacturer: — Held,  that,  though  this  would  be  good  evidence  to  shew  thst 
the  son  was  his  father's  agent  in  matters  relating  to  the  father's  trade,  it  was  not  such  evidence 
of  agency  as  would  render  the  letters  of  the  sou  admissible  in  evidence  in  this  case. 


(a)  The  commencement  of  the 
record  and  the  declaration  were  in 
the  following  form  : — 

*'  Staffordshire,  to  wit. — In  the 
Exchequer  of  Pleas. — On  the  23rd 
day  of  January,  a.  d.  1845. 

*<  Thomas  Whitehouse,  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  suit,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  and  still  being  administrator  of 
all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels, 
and  effects  which  were  of  one  Sarah 
Whitehouse,  deceased,  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  and  who  died  in- 
testate, (and  which  Sarah  was  at 
the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the 


debt  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
until  the  time  of  her  death,  the 
wife  of  the  said  plaintiff),  by 
Arthur  William  Tooke,  his  attor- 
ney, complains  of  John  Abberley, 
the  defendant  in  this  suit,  who  has 
been  summoned  to  answer  the  said 
plaintiff  by  virtue  of  a  writ  issued 
on  the  5th  day  of  December,  a.  d. 
1844,  out  of  the  Court  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  before  the  Barons  of 
her  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  in 
an  action  of  debt;  and  the  said 
plaintiff  demands  of  the  said  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  £200,  which 
he  unjustly  detains  from  the  said 
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Pollock^  C.  6. — This  letter  is  manifestly  an  answer  to        1944. 


Mooms. 


a  letter  from  Messrs,  Frankum  &  Bartlett.    If  you  give      ^  ^ 
tliis  letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert  in  evidence,  you  ought  also  to 
put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  is  an  answer. 

Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. — 1  propose  to  put  in  this 
letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert,  as  coming  from  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant.  If  the  other  side  wish  to  put  in  any  other 
part  of  the  correspondence^  they  can  put  it  in  as  their 
evidence. 

Pollock,  C.  6. — If  you  do  not  like  to  put  in  the  letter 
of  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett  to  which  this  is  an  answer, 
yoa  should  not  give  this  letter  in  evidence ;  you  should 
either  put  in  both  the  letters,  or  neither. 

Carrinffion,  for  the  plaintiff,  called  for  the  letter  of 
Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  (notice  to  produce  it  having 
been  given) ;  and  the  letter  being  produced,  both  that  and 
Mr.  Hulbert's  letter  in  answer  to  it  were  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £75. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
iCfa/tn^,forthe  defendant. 

[Attornies — Frankum  Sf  Bartlett,  and  W,  Httlbert.] 
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OXFORD  ASSIZES. 

{Croum  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF    BARON    POLLOCK. 


March  7.  Begin  A  v.  Ann  Oardner. 

Mr.  R.,  an        1  HE  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged,  that/'  before 

Post!office  in  ^^^  &^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Committing  of  the  several  offences  in 
London,  in-      ^jjg  g^g^  ^-jj^gg  counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned,"  the 

tending  to  try  ^ 

the  honesty  of  prisoner  was  employed  under  the  Post-office  of  the  United 
miBtreM  of*^  '  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  to  wit,  at"  fcc.j  incl 
^"oxford'7nd  ^^^^S  ^^  employed  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  so  employed,  to 
having  put        ^it^  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  "  fcloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  cany 

marked  money  ,  ^ 

into  a  letter,  away  a  Certain  post-letter,  to  wit,  a  post-letter  directed  ud 
mas  Hicks,   '   addressed  as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  — 

L%^'?te'd  'Tomas  Hicks, 

this  letter  in  a  «  To  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 

bundle  of  letters  -n    tm     «  -r 

in  the  Oxford  '  Radford  Lane,  Exeter, 

which  w^'to  go      '  With  speed/  '  England. 

Poluofficf  **"*  ^^^  ^'^^^^  ^^  post-letter  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  ind 
This  letter  carried  away  as  aforesaid  did  then  and  there  contain  therein 
bundle  of  letters  Certain  monies,  to  wit,  two  half-sovereigns,  the  propertjr 
Poiuoffice'l  a!  ^f  ^^^  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,  against  the  form  rf 
G.  took  out  the  the  statute"  &c.     The  second  count  was  in  a  similar  form 

marked  money 

and  denied  any  to  the  first,  cxcept  that  it  charged  that  the  prisoner  "felo* 
thcTefte^!  Mr.  uiously  did  cmbczzle  a  certain  other  post-letter,''  containing 
kne^w"*^**^     .  ^^^  half-sovereigns,  instead  of  charging  that  she  stole  it 

son  named 

Tomas  Hicks, 

nor  that  there  was  any  such  place  as  Radford  Lane  in  Exeter  : — Heid,  that  this  was  im(i 

stealing  of  a  **  post-letter"  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  but  that  the  Uking  of  the  money  kf 

A.  G.  was  a  larceny. 

In  a  prosecution  by  the  Post-office  for  a  felony,  it  being  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  proi^ 
cution  that  he  appeared  as  representative  of  the  Attorney-General, — Heid,  that,  on  the  gross* 
of  his  representing  the  Attorney-General,  he  was  entitled  to  reply  without  reference  to  the  pri- 
soner's having  called  witnesses,  or  not. 


Gardnba. 
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The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second^  except  that  it  \Mb. 
charged  that  the  prisoner  "  feloniously  did  secrete  a  certain  "^^  ^  '' 
other  post  letter/'  instead  of  charging  the  embezzling  of  it.  _  v. 
The /our/A  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  "  feloniously  did 
steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  from  and  out  of  a  certain  other 
post  letter,  certain  monies,  to  wit,  two  pieces  of  the  current 
gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  half- sovereigns,  then  and  there 
sent  by  the  post,  of  the  monies  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster- 
general,  against  the  form  of  the  statute''  &c.  The  fifth 
count  was  for  a  larceny  in  stealing  ''  one  letter  of  the  value 
of  one  penny,  and  two  pieces  of  the  current  gold  coin  of  this 
realm  called  half-sovereigns,  of  the  property,  goods,  chattels, 
and  monies  of  the  Right  Honourable  William  Earl  of  Lons- 
dale, her  Majesty's  Postmaster-general."  The  sixth  count 
was  exactly  similar  to  the  fifth,  but  laid  the  property  in 
John  Bamsay,  instead  of  in  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale. 

It  was  opened,  by  JFhateley,  for  the  prosecution,  that  the 
prisoner  had  been  for  many  years  the  postmistress  of  Ens- 
tone,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  some  suspicions,  Mr.  Ram- 
say, the  superintendent  of  the  Missing  Letter  Department 
in  the  Gteneral  Post-oflBce,  went  to  Oxford,  and,  in  order  to 
try  the  honesty  of  the  prisoner,  he,  on  the  5th  of  November, 
1844,  marked  two  half-sovereigns,  and  put  them  into  a 
letter,  addressed,  '^Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 
BadfordLane,  Exeter,  England.  With  speed."  Mr.  Ramsay 
knew  no  such  person  asrTomas  Hicks,  and,  as  far  as  he  was 
aware,  there  were  no  such  places  in  Exeter  as  the  Checkers 
or  Radford  Lane.  This  letter  he  sealed,  and  at  the  Oxford 
post-office  he  placed  it  in  a  bundle  of  letters  that  were  to 
go  to  Enstone  that  evening.  On  this  letter  reaching  the 
Enstone  post-office,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  pri- 
soner, as  Enstone  was  not  on  the  way  from  Oxford  to  Exeter, 
to  have  marked  it  "  mis-sent  to  Enstone,"  and  returned  it 
to  Oxford ;  however,  on  Mr.  Ramsay  going  to  the  Enstone 
post-office  on  the  next  day,  and  asking  the  prisoner  for  the 
letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks,  the  prisoner  denied  all 
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Rboina 

V. 

Gardner. 


knowledge  of  it ;  and  after  Mr.  Ramsay  had  gone  out  for  t 
police  officer^  leaving  the  prisoner  with  Mr.  Forrest,  who 
had  accompanied  him  to  Enstone,  the  prisoner  put  some 
paper  into  the  fire,  and  on  Mr.  Forrest  taking  it  out,  he 
found  that  it  contained  the  two  marked  half-sovereigns  that 
Mr.  Ramsay  had  sent  in  the  letter  addressed  to  Tomai 
Hicks. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — I  presume,  Mr.  Whaielejf,  that  jos 
mean  to  confine  yourself  to  the  counts  for  larceny. 

Whateley. — ^This  case  is  distinguishable  firom  that  of 
Regina  v.  Rathbane  (a). 


(a)  C.  &  Mar.  220.  In  the  case 
of  Regina  v.  Richard  Netoey^  tried 
at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  on  the 
15th  June,  1843,  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  forstealmg  "a post  letter/' 
containing  a  sovereign,  the  property 
of  the  Postmaster-general.  The  in- 
dictment also  charged  the  prisoner 
with  a  larceny,  in  stealing  the  so- 
vereign. It  appeared  in  evidence, 
that,  in  consequence  of  some  sus- 
picion heing  entertained,  a  sheet  of 
paper  was  folded  up  as  a  letter  by 
a  person  connected  with  the  post- 
office,  and  addressed  ^'  Mr.  Nichols, 
George  Street,  Manchester,'*  which 
was  a  feigned  address.  In  the  sheet 
of  paper  was  enclosed  a  marked 
sovereign,  and  it  was  then  posted 
at]  the  Ponders -end  post-office, 
where  the  prisoner  was  on  duty. 
When  the  bag  was  made  up  there, 
Mrs.  Osborne,  the  postmistress,  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  exa- 
mined the  letter,  and  expressed  her 
opinion  that  it  contained  money,  in 
which  opinion  the  prisoner  coin- 
cided ;  and  by  mistake,  Mrs.  Os- 
borne, while  engaged  in  conversa- 
tion with  the  prisoner,  neglected  to 


stamp  the  letter,  and  it  wu  pot 
into  the  bag  in  the  precise  state  it 
which  it  had  been  posted.  Hm 
prisoner  (as  was  his  duty)  west 
with  the  letter-bag  to  the  post- 
office  at  Enfield,  where  he  wsi  met 
by  a  constable.  On  examining  the 
bag,  it  was  discovered  that  the  let- 
ter in  question  was  missing,  and  on 
the  prisoner  being  taxed  with  taking 
the  letter,  he  denied  all  knowledge 
of  it,  but,  when  about  to  be  sesrcbed, 
he  took  the  letter  from  his  pocket, 
said  it  was  of  no  use  denying  the 
fact,  and  begged  to  be  forgi? en. 

Clarkion,  for  the  prisoner,  nib- 
mitted,  that  the  count  in  the  indict- 
ment which  chaiged  the  prisoner 
with  stealing  *<  a  poet  letter"  coold 
not  be  sustained,  inasmuch  ss  die 
paper  contained  no  writing,  and 
was  addressed  to  an  imaginary  pc^ 
son,  and  it  did  not  bear  any  poit- 
mark,  a  circumstance  which  did 
not  occur  through  any  act  oromir 
sion  of  the  prisoner.  He  cited  the 
case  of  Regima  v.  RiOhbimey  aod 
the  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  47. 

Baron  Gumey  said  that  be  sbooU 
not  decide  the  point,  but  wooUeoO' 


Gardnba. 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — By  the  47th  section  of  the  stat.  1  Vict. 
c.  86,  ''for  the  interpretation  of  the  Post-office  laws/'  it  is 
enacted,  ''that  thefollowing  terms  and  expressions  shall  have  _  ~v. 
the  several  interpretations  hereinafter  respectively  set  forth, 
unless  such  interpretations  are  repugnant  to  the  subject, 
or  inconsistent  with  the  context  of  the  provisions  in  which 
they  may  be  found,  that  is  to  say  /'  and  after  a  number  of 
others,  there  is  this  interpretation  of  the  words  "post 
letter :''  "and  the  term  'post  letter '  shall  mean  any  letter 
or  packet  transmitted  by  the  post  under  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster-general,  and  a  letter  shall  be  deemed  a 
post  letter  from  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  a  post- 
office  to  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  addressed/'  This  letter,  if  letter  it  be,  is  a 
fictitious  one,  and  is  not  addressed  to  any  person  that  ever 
existed.  I  do  not  think  this  can  be  considered  a  letter  at 
all,  and  if  so,  it  was  certainly  not  a  post  letter. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  Mr.  Ramsay  was  called : 
he  said,  "  I  am  superintendent  of  the  missing  letter  de- 
partment. On  the  5th  of  November,  1844, 1  addressed  a 
letter  '  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers,  Rad  ford- 
lane,  Exeter.  With  speed.'  I  placed  two  stamps  on  it,  and 
took  it  to  the  Oxford  post-office,  and  placed  it  among  the 
letters  going  to  Enstone.  I  had  put  two  half-sovereigns 
in  it.  I  sealed  it  with  red  wax,  and  made  the  impression 
of  a  key.  It  was  put  into  the  Enstone  bag,  and  dispatched 
by  the  mail  cart  to  Enstone.  I  went  on  the  next  morn- 
ing with  Mr.  Forrest  to  Enstone ;  I  saw  the  prisoner ;  I 
told  her  who  I  was,  and  cautioned  her  not  to  say  anything 
to  criminate  herself.  I  asked  her  for  the  letter  to  Hicks ; 
she  said  none  such  had  reached  her  office,  as  she  opened 


ftr  with  some  of  the  other  learned  was  sentenced  to  be  transported 

judges  upon  it.    No  judgment  was  for  twelve  years,  a  judgment  which 

delivered  on  the  point,  but,  on  the  would  not  have  been  correct  on  the 

19th  of  Jnne,  1843,  the  prisoner  count  for  larceny. 
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1845.        <^d  that   he  was  dead^   but  his  handwriting  was  not 

^     ^  proved;  and  it  was  also  proved  that  two  persons  of  the 

V.  names  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  original  deed  were 

WOODBOUSB.       .        , 

dead. 

Upon  this  evidence,  Whateky,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed 
to  put  in  the  attested  copy  of  the  deed  of  the  6th  of  No- 
vember, 1788. 

Tdyourd,  Serjt. — I  submit,  that  it  is  not  receivable  in 
evidence. 

WhateUy. — ^In  the  last  edition  of  Mr.  Boscoe's  work  on 
Evidence  (a),  there  is  this  passage: — **  It  is  said  that  an  old 
instrument,  purporting  to  be  a  copy  or  abstract  of  a  con- 
veyance, and  which  had  for  many  years  gone  along  with 
possession  of  the  land,  was  admitted  in  evidence,  the  ori- 
ginal being  lost,  without  proving  it  to  be  a  true  copy.'' 
For  this  proposition  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius  is  cited  (6),  and 
Bacon^s  Abridgment  referred  to(c). 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  stated  in  Mr. 
Boscoe's  work  as  you  have  read  it,  but  I  never  heard  of 
such  evidence  being  given. 

Whateley. — In  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius'(^,  it  is  laid  dowUi 
that,  "  where  possession  has  gone  along  with  -a  deed  many 
years,  the  original  of  which  is  lost  cr  destroyed,  an  old 
copy  or  abstract  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  being 
proved  to  be  true;  because,  in  such  case,  it  may  be  impos- 
sible to  give  better  evidence.''  And  for  this  proposition. 
Style,  205,  is  cited  (e). 

{(«)  Rose.  L.  of  Ev.,  6th  ed.,  pp.  (<0  B.  N.  P.,  Ist  ed.,  (1772),  p. 

9,  10.  250 ;  and  6th  ed.,  ( 1 793),  p.  244. 

{h)  B.  N.  P.  254.  (e)  In  the  7th   edition  of  E 

le)  Bac.  A%.,  Evid.,  (F.),p.298.  N.  P«,  by  Mr.  Bndgman,  (1817), 


OXFORD  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  8  VICT. 


640 


Pollock^  C.  6. — I  am  of  opinion^  and  shall  act  on  that         \Bi5, 
opinion,  that  this  evidence  oaght  to  be  rejected.  ^  ^     ^ 


The  evidence  was  rejected. 


V, 
WOODBOUSB. 


There  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  hia 
Lordship  giving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  point 
above  reported;  but  no  motion  was  made, 
as  the  case  was  compromised. 

Whaieley,  F.  F.  Lee,  and  Symons,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Talfaurdy  Serjt.,  and  John  Gray,  for  the  defendant* 

[Attorniea — Cooper ,  and  Ouen  ^  Co%l 


the  same  passage  occurs ;  but  the 
editor  says,  ^'  Sty.  205  is  here  re- 
ferred to,  but  there  is  no  such 
point."  And,  in  Bac.  Abr.,  tit. 
«« Evidence,"  (P.),  7th  ed.,  p.  298, 
it  is  said,  that,  **  where  the  pos- 
•ession  has  gone  along  with  any 
deed  for  many  years,  there  a  very 
old  copy  of  the  deed  may  be  givea 
in  evidence,  with  proof  also  that 
the  original  is  lost;  and  that  is  ac- 
cording to  the  rule  of  the  cinl  law, 
St  vefysiaU  temporit  et  judieiarid 
eognitione  tint  roboraUe,  for  pos- 
session could  not  be  supposed  to  go 


along  in  the  same  manner,  unless 
there  had  been  originally  such  a 
deed,  and  so  executed  as  the  copy 
mentions,  and  the  copy  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be  only  offered  in  evi- 
dence to  avoid  sight  of  the  original, 
since  it  is  so  ancient  that  the  an- 
tiquity alone  prevents  all  suspicion 
•f  its  being  counterfeit,  and  the 
antiquity  is  known  from  the  an- 
cientness  of  the  possession;  but  qu,, 
whether  such  a  copy  shall  be  re- 
ceived, without  the  proof  of  its 
being  a  true  copy  by  comparison 
with  the  deed  itself  r' 


{ 
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1845.        ^^^  ^^g  herself.    I  went  oat,  and  I  left  Mr.  Forrest  with 
her  in  the  office." 

Mr.  Richard  Augustus  Forrest  wa» called;  he  said,  ''I 
went  with  Mr.  Ramsay  to  the  Enstone  post-office  on  the 
6th  of  Novemher,  and  there  saw  the  prisoner.  Mr.  Bam- 
say  inquired  for  a  letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks.  The 
prisoner  said  that  no  such  letter  had  come.  He  said,  he  was 
positive  it  had,  and  if  it  was  not  produced  he  must  go  for 
a  constable.  He  went  out  and  I  remained  with  the  pri- 
soner, who  put  her  hand  into  her  pocket  and  crumpled  up 
something  like  paper,  and  put  it  on  the  fire.  I  took  it 
out,  and  it  was  paper  containing  two  half-sovereigns,  which 
I  gave  to  Mr.  Ramsay  on  his  return,  about  five  minutes 
after." 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Ramsay,  that  the  two  half-sove- 
reigns were  the  marked  ones  which  he  had  inclosed  in  the 
letter  addressed  '^  Tomas  Hicks." 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  this  is  no  lar- 
ceny. Mr.  Ramsay  sends  this  letter  for  the  prisoner  to 
receive  it,  and  it  is  not  taken  invtto  domino. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^Would  a  person,  by  putting  a  bundle 
or  a  parcel  into  the  hands  of  a  suspected  servant,  give  him 
leave  to  steal  it  ? 

Greaves, — If  a  letter  is  put  into  the  hands  of  a  person 
not  a  servant,  to  test  his  honesty,  and  he  keeps  it,  that  is, 
as  I  submit,  no  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Eggmton  (i), 
Mr.  Boulton,  the  owner  of  goods,  knowing  of  an  in- 
tention in  the  prisoners  to  steal  them,  they  having  plotted 
so  to  do  with  his  servant,  directed  his  servant  to  carry  on 
the  business,  with  a  view  to  the  detection  of  the  thieves; 
in  consequence  of  which,  the  servant,  with  the  consent  of 

{h)  2  East,  P.  C.  666,  cited  2  Greay.  ed.  of  Rum.  C.  &  M .  19. 
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his  master,  agreed  with  the  prisoners  to  open  the  oater- 
door  to  them,  and  let  them  into  the  hoase,  where  they 
broke  open  inner  apartments  and  took  the  goods;  and 
there  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  doubted  whether  it  could  be 
said  to  be  done  invito  domino,  where  the  owner  had  direct- 
ed his  servant  to  carry  on  the  business,  to  open  the  door, 
and  meant  that  the  prisoners  should  be  encouraged  by  the 
presence  of  that  servant,  and  that  by  his  assistance  they 
should  take  the  goods  so  as  to  make  a  complete  felony, 
though  he  did  not  mean  that  they  should  carry  them 
away(r).  In  the  present  case,  the  moving  party  was  the 
prosecutor,  and  this  transaction  never  could  have  occurred 
but  for  the  act  of  the  prosecutor.  The  thing  was  put  into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  prisoner  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  prosecutor  himself;  and  if  the  prosecutor  had 
brought  an  action  of  trespass,  might  not  the  prisoner  have 
pleaded  leave  and  license? 


1845. 

RSGINA 
V. 

Gakonbs, 


Pollock,  C.  B. — The  moment  that  the  prisoner  opened 
the  letter,  and  took  the  two  half-sovereigns  out  of  it  and 
put  them  into  her  pocket,  she  became  a  trespasser  ab 
initio. 


(c)  With  respect  to  the  larceny, 
the  majority  of  the  judges  'thought 
that  there  was  no  assent  in  Boul- 
ton ;  that,  his  object  being  to  detect 
the  prisoners,  he  only  gave  them 
a  greater  facility  to  commit  the 
larceny  than  they  otherwise  might 
have  had ;  and  that  this  could  no 
more  be  considered  an  assent,  than 
if  a  man,  knowing  of  the  intent 
of  thieves  to  break  into  his  house, 
were  not  to  secure  it  with  the  usual 
number  of  bolts.  That  there  was 
no  distinguishing  between  the  de- 
grees of  facility  a  thief  might  have 
given  to  him ;  that  it  could  only  be 


considered  as  an  apparent  assent; 
that  Boulton  never  meant  that  the 
prisoners  should  take  away  his  pro- 
perty ;  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
design  originating  with  the  prison- 
ers, and  Boul ton's  taking  no  steps 
to  facilitate  or  induce  the  offence 
until  after  it  had  been  thought  of 
and  resolved  on  by  them,  formed, 
with  some  of  the  judges,  a  very 
considerable  ingredient  in  the  case, 
and  differed  it  much  from  what  it 
might  have  been  if  Boulton  had 
employed  his  servant  to  suggest  it 
originally  to  the  prisoners."  2  East, 
P.  C.  667. 
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1845.  Greaves. — The  object  of  Mr.  Bamsaj  was,  that  she  should 

open  it. 


RXOINA 
V. 

Oardmbe. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — ^No.  The  object  was,  that  the  person 
who  did  open  it  should  be  detected. 

Greaves, — This  is  like  the  case  of  my  putting  a  watch  in 
a  man's  pocket  in  the  street,  and  his  afterwards  selling  i^ 
which  would  be  no  larceny  in  him;  and  it  should  be  ob- 
served here,  that,  with  respect  to  Mr.  Ramsay,  the  prisoner 
was  a  bailee,  and  not  a  servant. 

Keating^  on  the  same  side. — ^In  this  matter  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  Post-office.  It 
could  only  be  a  larceny  from  Mr.  Bamsay,  and  then  the 
question  as  to  bailor  and  bailee  arises ;  and  it  is  only  the 
same  as  if  Mr.  Ramsay  had  given  the  letter  to  the  prisoner 
for  a  special  purpose,  and  if  she  had  no  intent  to  steal  it  at 
the  time  when  it  was  delivered  to  her,  a  subsequent  con- 
version would  not  be  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Leigh  (d),  where  it  was  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner, 
who  assisted  in  taking  the  prosecutor's  goods  from  a  fire» 
in  his  presence,  but  without  his  desire,  and  who  aftei^ 
wards  concealed  and  denied  having  them,  yet  took  them 
honestly  at  first,  and  that  the  evil  intention  to  convert 
them  came  on  the  taker  afterwards,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
larceny. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  this  point. 
I  think  there  is  nothing  in  it. 

Greaves  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 
Whateley,  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the  right  to  r^ 

(d)  2  East,  P.  C.  694. 
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ply^  on  the  ground  that  he   represented  the  Attorney- 
General. 

Greaves, — ^This  is  not  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney- 
General  ;  it  is  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  Post-oflSce, 
and  is  in  the  same  situation  as  any  prosecution  by  any 
other  of  the  public  departments^  and  the  Attorney-General 
very  probably  never  heard  of  the  case. 


1845. 


Reoika 

V. 

Gakdksr. 


Pollock^  C.  6. — I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  WhateleyliKi 
the  right  to  reply. 

Greaves. — Have  not  I  a  right  to  call  for  the  Attorney- 
General's  fiat  to  shew  that  this  is  a  prosecution  instituted 
by  him  for  the  Crown  ? 

Pollock^  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  such  fiat  ever  given.  If 
this  is  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney-General^  those  who 
represent  him^  though  not  usually  counsel  for  the  Crown, 
have  the  right  to  reply,  as  in  the  Mint  cases  at  the  Old 
Bailey  (e). 


(«)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Man- 
den,  Alexander^  and  Itaactoriy  (M. 
ft  M.  439)y  which  was  an  indict- 
ment which  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant, intending  to  vilify  the 
Duke  of  Wellington,  one  of  his 
Majesty's  ministers,  and  to  cause 
It  to  be  believed  tliat  he  was  guilty 
of  disloyal  intentions  against  the 
king,  and  to  bring  him  into  hatred 
and  contempt,  published  a  libel  on 
him  in  a  newspaper  called  *'  The 
Morning  Journal,"  ''the  Attorney 
and  Solicitor-General,  and  the  usual 
counsel  for  the  Crown,  conducted 
the  prosecution,  and  the  solicitor  of 
the  Treasury  was  the  attorney.  No 


witnesses  were  called  for  the  de- 
fence, and  on  the  Attorney-General 
(Scarlett)  rising  to  reply,  Hum^ 
freyy  for  the  defendant  Isaacson, 
objected  to  his  doing  so,  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  private  pro- 
secution instituted  by  the  Duke  of 
Wellington,  as  a  private  individual, 
and  not  a  public  proceeding  on  be- 
half of  the  Crown.  The  Attorney- 
General  stated  that  he  appeared  in 
his  official  character.  Lord  Ten- 
ter den^  C.  J.,  said—'  There  is  no 
doubt  of  the  rule,  wherever  the 
K'mg*t  counsel  appears  officially,  he 
is  entitled  to  reply,*  "  In  the  case 
ofRexr.  Bell,  (Id. 440),  which  was 
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1845. 
Rboina 

V. 

Gardner. 


fFhaieley  replied. 

Pollock^  C.  B.,  (in  summing  np). — I  entertain  no  doabt 
that  the  prisoner's  taking  the  half-sovereigns  in  the  manner 
described  is  a  larceny  at  common  law^  and  if  this  letter  was 
opened  hj  the  prisoner^  and  the  half-sovereigns  taken  ont, 
in  my  opinion  she  was  guilty  of  a  larceny. 

Verdict — Guilty  of  larceny. 

Whateleyj  Godson,  W.  J.  Alexander j  and  Bros,  iot  the 
prosecution. 

Greaves  and  Keating,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attorniea — Peacock^  and  EawUruan.] 


a  criminal  information  for  a  libel  on 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  published  in 
"  The  Atlas"  newspaper,  of  which 
the  defendant  was  editor,  which  was 
tried  on  the  same  day  as  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  MartdeUf  "  the  Attor- 
ney-General conducted  the  prose- 
cution, and  stated  that  he  appeared 
as  the  counsel  and  private  friend  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor;  and  no  evi- 
dence being  offered  for  the  defence, 
he  did  not  reply."    In  the  "  prac- 


tice to  be  observed  on  triab  for 
felony,  where  the  priaoner  ]m 
counsel,"  which  was  oontideredst 
a  meeting  of  the  twelve  judges  id 
1837,  (7  C.  &  P.  676),  it  is  sUted, 
that,  "  in  cases  of  public  proeecn- 
tions  for  felony  instituted  by  the 
Crown,  the  law  officers  of  the 
Crown,  and  those  who  represent 
them,  are  in  strictness  entitled  to  the 
reply,  although  no  evidence  » pro- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  prisoner." 
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Reoina  V,  DiNOLEY  and  Nine  Others.  March  12. 

jyiURDER. — ^The  indictment  charged  all  the  prisoners  Several  pn- 

as  principals  in  the  wilful  murder  of  Thomas  Staite^  on  the  eultodj  on  a'*^ 

19th  of  December,  1844,  by  striking  and  beating  him  Ser'A-^'lhr 

with  bludgeons  and  guns.  ^**  <>»«  <>' 

^       t  /.    ^  .  .^  ^  1        •        them,  said  to 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  it  was  proposed  to  give  the  chaplain  of 
in  evidence  a  statement,  made  by  the  prisoner  Dingley,  to  heVuhcd'to  * 
Mr.  Curtler,  a  magistrate:  but,  before  it  was  offered  in  "^ /  "*f"',  ^^ 

'  °  '  ^  trate,  and  a»kea 

evidence,  i^  "ny  proda- 

The  Rev.  John  Adlington,  the  chaplain  of  the  gaolj  was  been  made,  and 

caUed.     He  said,  "  On  the  19th  of  February  the  prisoner  J^^^J^*"^  ""^^^ 

Dineley  sent  for  me,  and  I  went  to  him.     He  asked  me  if  I  cjiapiain  said, 

^    ^  '  .  that  there  had, 

had  any  tracts  upon  perjury.     I  asked  why  he  wished  to  but  he  hoped 
have  a  tract.     He  said  he  thought  it  was  very  hard  some  understand^that 
of  the  prisoners  should  have  their  lives  taken  away  wrong-  J;— M  o^«e^, 
fully.     He  asked  if  any  magistrate  would  come  that  day;  ™<nt  ^o  ^^^^ 

.  ,  .  any  statement, 

he  said  he  wished  to  see  a  magistrate,  to  make  a  statement  as  it  must  be 
respecting  the  charge ;  and  then  said, '  Has  any  proclama-  and**To"unta% 
tion  been  made?  any  offer  of  pardon?'     I  said,  proclama-  •*^'-    When  A. 

"'  "^  '^  saw  the  magis- 

tion  had  been  made  some  time,  and  an  offer  of  pardon,  trate,  he  said 

that  no  person 
had  held  out 
any  inducement  to  him  to  confess  anything,  and  that  what  he  was  about  to  say  was  his  own  free 
and  voluntary  act  and  desire.     A.  then  made  a  statement  to  the  magistrate: — Held,  that  thia 
statement  was  receivable  against  A.  on  his  trial  for  the  murder. 

Where  a  prisoner  sent  for  a  magistrate  to  make  a  statement  to  him,  and  the  magistrate  took 
down  the  conversation  which  passed  between  him  and  the  prisoner,  and  wrote  it  immediately, 
under  the  usual  heading  of  a  prisoner's  statement,  and  read  this  over  to  the  prisoner  before  the 
prisoner  signed  his  statement,  which  followed  it,  the  judge  directed  this  memorandum  of 
the  conversation  to  be  read  before  he  decided  on  the  admissibility  of  the  statement  in  evidence,, 
ioitead  of  the  magistrate  stating  orally  what  passed  between  him  and  the  prisoner. 

VOL.  I.  T.T  N.  ?» 


CASES  ON  THE 


BEFORE  LO&D  CHIEF  BABON  FOLLOCK, 


March  4.  Walson  V.  MoORE,  Clerk. 

It  was  pro-  Jb  ALSE  imprisonment.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
part  of^a  plain-  ^^  ^^^  the  false  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff.  Second 
cWdenclTa  let-    ^^^^^  ^^^  taking  boxcs  and  rearing  apparel  of  the  plaintiff. 

ter  written  by      Plea,  not  guiltV. 

the  defendant's  ,     ,  ,  ^   .      .».  -.^       <r«-  ^  «      .   « 

attorney,  which  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Walson,  had  been 

anTnswertoa*  *^®  housekeeper  of  the  defendant,  the   Hon.  and  Ref. 

Wm  b'^thlT"  '^  Canon  Moore,  and  that  he,  on  Sunday  the  11th  of  Augni^ 

plaintiff's  at-  1844,  had,  without  anj  warrant,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be 

Held,  that,  if  taken  into  custody  and  detained  three  hours  and  a  half| 

TOunicrpuTin  ^^^  ^^^  boxcs  searched  by  a  constable,  on  a  charge  that 

this  letter  of  gjjg  jj^d  obtained  money  by  false  pretences  from  a  person 

the  defendant's  .  . 

attorney,  he       named  Hissey  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  (a).     The 

should  also  call       _  i  <      «  \  '  /•  i     i 

for  and  put  in     charge  appeared  to  have  been  unfounded. 

the  letter  to 
which  it  was 

an  answer,  and       Qn  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proposed  to  put  in  » 

not  leave  it  to  *^  '^  r      r  r 

the  defendant  to  letter  written   by   Mr.  W.  Hulbert,  the   defendant's  at- 
ler  o  "iheVaJn-  tomcy,  to  Mcssrs.  Fraukum  &  Bartlett,   the  plaintiff'* 

tir s  attorniea      attomicS. 
as  his  evidence. 

Mr.  Ede,  the  associate,  read  the  commencement  of  the 
letter,  which  was  as  follows : — "  The  constable  of  West 
Ilsley  has  just  brought  me  your  letter  to  him  of  yestc^ 
day's  date.     I  beg  to  inform  you '' — 

(a)  In  the  case  of /V>x  V.  Gaunt,  without  a  justice's  warrant;  0^ 

(3  B.  &  Ad.  798),  it  was  held,  that  there  is  no  distinction  in  this  r^ 

suspicion  that  a  party  has,  on  a  spect  between  one  kind  of  mis^ 

former  occasion,  committed  a  mis-  meanour  and  another,  as  breach  o> 

demeanour  is  not  a  justification  for  the  peace  and  false  pretences, 
giving  bim  in  charge  to  a  constable 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — This  letter  is  manifestly  an  answer  to  1844. 

a  letter  from  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett.     If  you  give  ^  ^    " 

this  letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert  in  evidence,  you  ought  also  to  v* 
put  in  the  letter  to  which  it  is  an  answer. 

Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  propose  to  put  in  this 
letter  of  Mr.  Hulbert,  as  coming  from  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant.  If  the  other  side  wish  to  put  in  any  other 
part  of  the  correspondence,  they  can  put  it  in  as  their 
evidence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — If  you  do  not  like  to  put  in  the  letter 
of  Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett  to  which  this  is  an  answer, 
yon  should  not  give  this  letter  in  evidence ;  yon  should 
either  put  in  both  the  letters,  or  neither. 

Carrington^  for  the  plaintiff,  called  for  the  letter  of 
Messrs.  Frankum  &  Bartlett,  (notice  to  produce  it  having 
been  given) ;  and  the  letter  being  produced,  both  that  and 
Mr.  Hulbert's  letter  in  answer  to  it  were  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £75. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Jir^a/tn$r,forthe  defendant. 

[Attornies — Frankum  Sf  Bartlett,  and  W,  ffulbert,] 
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OXFORD  ASSIZES. 

{Crotpn  Side). 

BEFORE    LORD    CHIEF    BARON    POLLOCK. 


March  7.  BeOINA  V.   AnN   OaRDNER. 

Mr.  R.,  an        X  HE  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged^  that^ ''  before 

Po/t-office  in  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^™^  ^^  ^^®  Committing  of  the  several  offences  in 
London,  in-      ^|jg  g^gj.  three  counts  of  this  indictment  mentioned/'  the 

tending  to  try  ' 

the  honeity  of  prisoner  was  employed  under  the  Post-office  of  the  United 
t^ri^ir''  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  to  wit,  af*  &c.,  and 
^"oxford'7nd  ^®^^S  ®^  employed  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  so  employed,  to 
having  put        ^jf  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  "  feloniouslv  did  steal,  take,  and  cany 

marked  money  .  -  ,  ,  \ 

into  a  letter,      away  a  certain  post-letter,  to  wit,  a  post-letter  directed  and 

m^rHicks,  ^"   addressed  as  follows,  that  is  to  say :  — 

LIS'fcd  'Tomas  Hicks, 

this  letter  in  a  '  To  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 

bundle  of  letters  •»*    "i-     -•  -r  -r-i 

in  the  Oxford  '  Radford  Lane,  Exeter, 

wWch  was'to  go      '  With  speed.'  '  Enghmd. 

^  the  Eustone  ^^ J  which  Said  post-lcttcr  80  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and 
This  letter  carried  away  as  aforesaid  did  then  and  there  contain  thereiii 
bundle  of  letters  Certain  monics,  to  wit,  two  half-sovereigns,  the  proper^ 
PoluofficerA!  ^^  ^^^  Majesty's  Postmaster-General,  against  the  form  of 
G.  took  out  the  the  statute''  &c.     The  second  count  was  in  a  similar  form 

marked  money 

and  denied  any  to  the  first,  except  that  it  charged  that  the  prisoner  ^'  felo- 
thcTefte^!  Mr.  niously  did  embezzle  a  certain  other  post-letter,"  containiog 
kne"w"^*'        two  half-sovercigns,  instead  of  charging  that  she  stole  it. 

son  named 

Tomas  Hicks, 

nor  that  there  was  any  such  place  as  Radford  Lane  in  Exeter  : — Held^  that  this  was  noti 

stealing  of  a  **  post-letter"  within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  but  that  the  taking  of  the  money  bf 

A.  G.  was  a  larceny. 

In  a  prosecution  by  the  Post-office  for  a  felony,  it  being  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  prose* 
cution  that  he  appeared  as  representative  of  the  Attorney-General, — Held,  that,  on  the  grooii' 
of  his  representing  the  Attorney-General,  he  was  entitled  to  reply  without  reference  lo  the  pri- 
soner's having  called  witnesses,  or  not. 


Regina. 
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The  tMrd  count  was  similar  to  the  second^  except  that  it         ig45, 
charged  that  the  prisoner  ^'  feloniously  did  secrete  a  certain 
other  post  letter/'  instead  of  charging  the  embezzling  of  it.  v. 

The  fourth  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  "  feloniously  did 
steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  from  and  out  of  a  certain  other 
post  letter^  certain  monies,  to  wit,  two  pieces  of  the  current 
gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  half-sovereigns,  then  and  there 
sent  by  the  post,  of  the  monies  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster- 
general,  against  the  form  of  the  statute''  &c.  The  fifth 
count  was  for  a  larceny  in  stealing  ''one  letter  of  the  value 
of  one  penny,  and  two  pieces  of  the  current  gold  coin  of  this 
realm  called  half-sovereigns,  of  the  property,  goods,  chattels, 
and  monies  of  the  Right  Honourable  William  Earl  of  Lons- 
dale, her  Majesty's  Postmaster-general."  The  sixth  count 
was  exactly  similar  to  the  fifth,  but  laid  the  property  in 
John  Bamsay,  instead  of  in  the  Earl  of  Lonsdale. 

It  was  opened,  by  JVhateley,  for  the  prosecution,  that  the 
prisoner  had  been  for  many  years  the  postmistress  of  Ens- 
tone,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  some  suspicions,  Mr.  Ram- 
say, the  superintendent  of  the  Missing  Letter  Department 
in  the  Greneral  Post-ofl&ce,  went  to  Oxford,  and,  in  order  to 
try  the  honesty  of  the  prisoner,  he,  on  the  5th  of  November, 
1844^  marked  two  half-sovereigns,  and  put  them  into  a 
letter,  addressed^  "  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers, 
RadfordLane,  Exeter,  England.  With  speed."  Mr.  Ramsay 
knew  no  such  person  as^omas  Hicks,  and,  as  far  as  he  was 
aware,  there  were  no  such  places  in  Exeter  as  the  Checkers 
or  Radford  Lane.  This  letter  he  sealed,  and  at  the  Oxford 
post-oiBce  he  placed  it  in  a  bundle  of  letters  that  were  to 
go  to  Enstone  that  evening.  On  this  letter  reaching  the 
Enstone  post-ofiice,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  pri- 
soner^ as  Enstone  was  not  on  the  way  from  Oxford  to  Exeter, 
to  have  marked  it  "  mis-sent  to  Enstone,"  and  returned  it 
to  Oxford ;  however,  on  Mr.  Ramsay  going  to  the  Enstone 
post-office  on  the  next  day,  and  asking  the  prisoner  for  the 
letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks,  the  prisoner  denied  all 
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1845. 


OXPO^ 


BEFO&v 


.jr  had  gone  out  for  a 
with  Mr,  Forrest,  who 
ae,  the  prisoner  put  some 
dr.  Forrest  taking  it  out^  he 
.  two  marked  half-sovereigns  that 
in  the  letter  addressed  to  Tomas 


March  7. 

Mr.  R.,  an 

officer  in  th« 

Poit-ofiee  In 

London* In- 

tendUng  to  * 

tho  boncff' 

A.  G.,  ff* 

mbtrf 

Eni« 

to' 

b 


.^  C.  B. — I  presume^  Mr.   Hliateley,  that  you 
^nfine  yourself  to  the  counts  for  larceny. 

T'  '^ 

Aateley. — ^This  case  is  distinguishable   from  that  of 
^^  V.  Raihbone{a). 


(a)  C.  &  Mar.  220.  In  the  case 
ofRegina  v.  Richard  Newey^  tried 
at  the  Central  Crimiiial  Court  on  the 
15th  June,  1843,  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  stealing  "a  post  letter," 
containing  a  sovereign,  the  property 
of  the  Postmaster-general.  The  in- 
dictment also  charged  the  prisoner 
with  a  larceny,  in  stealing  the  so- 
vereign. It  appeared  in  evidence, 
that,  in  consequence  of  some  sus- 
picion being  entertained,  a  sheet  of 
paper  was  folded  up  as  a  letter  by 
a  person  connected  with  the  post- 
office,  and  addressed  "  Mr.  Nichols, 
George  Street,  Manchester,"  which 
was  a  feigned  address.  In  the  sheet 
of  paper  was  enclosed  a  marked 
sovereign,  and  it  was  then  posted 
at]  the  Ponders -end  post-office, 
where  the  prisoner  was  on  duty. 
When  the  bag  was  made  up  tliere, 
Mrs.  Osborne,  the  postmistress,  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  exa- 
mined the  letter,  and  expressed  her 
opinion  that  it  contained  money,  in 
which  opinion  the  prisoner  coin- 
cided ;  and  by  mistake,  Mrs.  Os- 
bonie,  while  engaged  in  conversa- 
tion with  the  prisoner,  neglected  to 


stamp  the  letter,  and  it  was  put 
into  the  bag  in  the  precise  state  in 
which  it  had  been  posted.  Tlie 
prisoner  (as  was  his  duty)  went 
with  the  letter-bag  to  the  post- 
office  at  Enfield,  where  he  was  met 
by  a  constable.  On  examining  the 
bag,  it  was  discovered  that  the  let- 
ter in  question  was  missing,  and  on 
the  prisoner  being  taxed  with  taking 
the  letter,  he  denied  all  knowledge 
of  it,  but,  when  about  to  be  searched, 
he  took  the  letter  from  his  pocket, 
said  it  was  of  no  use  denying  the 
fact,  and  begged  to  be  forgiven. 

Clarkson,  for  the  prisoner,  sub- 
mitted, that  the  count  in  the  indict- 
ment which  charged  the  prisoner 
with  stealing  *<  a  post  letter"  could 
not  be  sustained,  inasmuch  as  the 
paper  contained  no  writing,  and 
was  addressed  to  an  imaginary  per- 
son, and  it  did  not  bear  any  post- 
mark, a  circumstance  which  did 
not  occur  through  any  act  or  omis- 
sion of  the  prisoner.  He  cited  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Rathhone^  and 
the  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  47. 

Baron  Gurney  said  that  he  should 
not  decide  the  point,  but  would  con- 


\ 
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",  C.  B. — ^By  the  47th  section  of  the  stat.  1  Vict, 
^e  interpretation  of  the  Post-office  laws/^  it  is 

he  following  terms  and  expressions  shall  have  «. 

*etation8  hereinafter  respectively  set  forth, 
wfpretations  are  repugnant  to  the  subject, 
^  .ent  with  the  context  of  the  provisions  in  which 

.aj  be  found,  that  is  to  say  '"  and  after  a  number  of 
aers,  there  is  this  interpretation  of  the  words  ^^post 
letter :"  "  and  the  term  '  post  letter '  shall  mean  any  letter 
or  packet  transmitted  by  the  post  under  the  authority  of 
the  Postmaster-general,  and  a  letter  shall  be  deemed  a 
post  letter  from  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  a  post- 
office  to  the  time  of  its  being  delivered  to  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  addressed.^'  This  letter,  if  letter  it  be,  is  a 
fictitious  one,  and  is  not  addressed  to  any  person  that  ever 
existed.  I  do  not  think  this  can  be  considered  a  letter  at 
all,  and  if  so,  it  was  certainly  not  a  post  letter. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  Mr.  Ramsay  was  called : 
be  said,  **  I  am  superintendent  of  the  missing  letter  de- 
partment. On  the  5th  of  November,  1844,  I  addressed  a 
letter  *  Tomas  Hicks,  to  be  left  at  the  Checkers,  Radford- 
lane,  Exeter.  With  speed.'  I  placed  two  stamps  on  it,  and 
took  it  to  the  Oxford  post-office,  and  placed  it  among  the 
letters  going  to  Enstone.  I  had  put  two  half-sovereigns 
in  it.  I  sealed  it  with  red  wax,  and  made  the  impression 
of  a  key.  It  was  put  into  the  Enstone  bag,  and  dispatched 
by  the  mail  cart  to  Enstone.  I  went  on  the  next  morn- 
ing with  Mr.  Forrest  to  Enstone ;  I  saw  the  prisoner ;  I 
told  her  who  I  was,  and  cautioned  her  not  to  say  anything 
to  criminate  herself.  I  asked  her  for  the  letter  to  Hicks ; 
she  said  none  such  had  reached  her  office,  as  she  opened 


ftr  with  some  of  the  other  learned  was  sentenced  to  ho  transported 

judges  upon  it.    No  judgment  was  for  twelve  years,  a  judgment  which 

delivered  on  the  point,  hut,  on  the  would  not  have  heen  correct  on  the 

19th  of  Junt,  1843,  the  prisoner  count  for  larceny. 


Gardneb. 
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1845.        ^^^  ^^S  herself.    I  went  out,  and  I  left  Mr.  Forrest  with 
'^T"^' — '      her  in  the  ofl&ce.'* 

Rbgina 

V.  Mr.  Richard  Augnstas  Forrest  was  called ;  he  said, ''  I 

went  with  Mr.  Ramsay  to  the  Enstone  post-office  on  the 
6th  of  November,  and  there  saw  the  prisoner.  Mr.  Bam- 
say  inquired  for  a  letter  addressed  to  Tomas  Hicks.  The 
prisoner  said  that  no  such  letter  had  come.  He  said,  he  was 
positive  it  had,  and  if  it  was  not  produced  he  must  go  for 
a  constable.  He  went  out  and  I  remained  with  the  pri- 
soner, who  put  her  hand  into  her  pocket  and  crumpled  up 
something  like  paper,  and  put  it  on  the  fire.  I  took  it 
out,  and  it  was  paper  containing  two  half-sovereigns,  which 
I  gave  to  Mr.  Ramsay  on  his  return,  about  five  minutes 
after.'' 

It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Ramsay,  that  the  two  half-sove- 
reigns were  the  marked  ones  which  he  had  inclosed  in  the 
letter  addressed  '^  Tomas  Hicks." 

Greaves,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  this  is  no  lar- 
ceny. Mr.  Ramsay  sends  this  letter  for  the  prisoner  to 
receive  it,  and  it  is  not  taken  invito  domino. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^Would  a  person,  by  putting  a  bundle 
or  a  parcel  into  the  hands  of  a  suspected  servant,  give  him 
leave  to  steal  it  ? 

Greaves. — If  a  letter  is  put  into  the  hands  of  a  person 
not  a  servant,  to  test  his  honesty,  and  he  keeps  it,  that  is, 
as  I  submit,  no  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Egginton  (h\ 
Mr.  Boulton,  the  owner  of  goods,  knowing  of  an  in- 
tention in  the  prisoners  to  steal  them,  they  having  plotted 
so  to  do  with  his  servant,  directed  his  servant  to  carry  on 
the  business,  with  a  view  to  the  detection  of  the  thieves; 
in  consequence  of  which,  the  servant,  with  the  consent  of 

{h)  2  East,  P.  C.  666,  cited  2  Greav.  ed.  of  Run.  C.  &  M.  19. 
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his  master^  agreed  with  the  prisoners  to  open  the  outer- 
door  to  them,  and  let  them  into  the  house,  where  they 
broke  open  inner  apartments  and  took  the  goods;  and 
there  Mr.  Justice  Laiorence  doubted  whether  it  could  be 
said  to  be  done  invito  domino,  where  the  owner  had  direct- 
ed his  servant  to  carry  on  the  business,  to  open  the  door, 
and  meant  that  the  prisoners  should  be  encouraged  by  the 
presence  of  that  servant,  and  that  by  his  assistance  they 
should  take  the  goods  so  as  to  make  a  complete  felony, 
though  he  did  not  mean  that  they  should  carry  them 
away(c).  In  the  present  case,  the  moving  party  was  the 
prosecutor,  and  this  transaction  never  could  have  occurred 
but  for  the  act  of  the  prosecutor.  The  thing  was  put  into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  prisoner  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  prosecutor  himself;  and  if  the  prosecutor  had 
brought  an  action  of  trespass,  might  not  the  prisoner  have 
pleaded  leave  and  license? 


1845. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — The  moment  that  the  prisoner  opened 
the  letter,  and  took  the  two  half-sovereigns  out  of  it  and 
put  them  into  her  pocket,  she  became  a  trespasser  ab 
tni/fo. 


(c)  With  respect  to  the  larceny, 
the  majority  of  thejudges  *^  thought 
that  there  was  no  assent  in  Boul- 
ton ;  that,  his  object  being  to  detect 
the  prisoners,  he  only  gave  them 
a  greater  facility  to  commit  the 
larceny  than  they  otherwise  might 
have  had ;  and  that  this  could  no 
more  be  considered  an  assent,  than 
if  a  man,  knowing  of  the  intent 
of  thieves  to  break  into  his  house, 
were  not  to  secure  it  with  the  usual 
number  of  bolts.  That  there  was 
no  distinguishing  between  the  de- 
grees of  facility  a  thief  might  have 
given  to  him ;  that  it  could  only  be 


considered  as  an  apparent  assent; 
that  Boulton  never  meant  that  the 
prisoners  should  take  away  his  pro- 
perty ;  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
design  originating  with  the  prison- 
ers, and  Boulton 's  taking  no  steps 
to  facilitate  or  induce  the  offence 
until  after  it  had  been  thought  of 
and  resolved  on  by  them,  formed, 
with  some  of  the  judges,  a  very 
considerable  ingredient  in  the  case, 
and  differed  it  much  from  what  it 
might  have  been  if  Boulton  had 
employed  his  servant  to  suggest  it 
originally  to  the  prisoners.*'  2  East, 
P.  C.  667. 
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1845.  Greaves. — The  object  of  Mr.  Bamsay  was,  that  she  should 

open  it. 


RSOINA 
V. 

Oardnbr. 


Pollock,  C.  B. — No.  The  object  was,  that  the  person 
who  did  open  it  should  be  detected. 

Greaves. — This  is  like  the  case  of  my  putting  a  watch  in 
a  man's  pocket  in  the  street,  and  his  afterwards  selling  it, 
which  would  be  no  larceny  in  him;  and  it  should  be  ob- 
served here,  that,  with  respect  to  Mr.  Bamsay,  the  prisoner 
was  a  bailee,  and  not  a  servant. 

Keating,  on  the  same  side. — ^In  this  matter  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  Post-office.  It 
could  only  be  a  larceny  from  Mr.  Bamsay,  and  then  the 
question  as  to  bailor  and  bailee  arises ;  and  it  is  only  the 
same  as  if  Mr.  Bamsay  had  given  the  letter  to  the  prisoner 
for  a  special  purpose,  and  if  she  had  no  intent  to  steal  it  at 
the  time  when  it  was  delivered  to  her,  a  subsequent  con- 
version would  not  be  larceny.  In  the  case  of  Afer  v. 
Leiffh  {cTj,  where  it  was  found  by  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner, 
who  assisted  in  taking  the  prosecutor's  goods  from  a  fire, 
in  his  presence,  but  without  his  desire,  and  who  after- 
wards concealed  and  denied  having  them,  yet  took  them 
honestly  at  first,  and  that  the  evil  intention  to  convert 
them  came  on  the  taker  afterwards,  it  was  held  to  be  no 
larceny. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  this  point 
I  think  there  is  nothing  in  it. 

Greaves  addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner. 
Whateley,  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the  right  to  re- 

(d)  2  East,  P.  C.  694. 
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ply^  on  the  ground  that  he   represented  the  Attorney- 
General. 

Greaves, — ^This  is  not  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney- 
General  ;  it  is  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  Post-oflSce^ 
and  is  in  the  same  situation  as  any  prosecution  by  any 
other  of  the  public  departments^  and  the  Attorney-General 
very  probably  never  heard  of  the  case. 


1845. 


Rboina 

V. 

Gabdnbr. 


Pollock^  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Whateley  has 
the  right  to  reply. 

Greaves, — Have  not  I  a  right  to  call  for  the  Attorney- 
General's  fiat  to  shew  that  this  is  a  prosecution  instituted 
by  him  for  the  Crown  ? 

Pollock^  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  such  fiat  ever  given.  If 
this  is  a  prosecution  by  the  Attorney-General,  those  who 
represent  him,  though  not  usually  counsel  for  the  Crown, 
have  the  right  to  reply,  as  in  the  Mint  cases  at  the  Old 
Bailey  [e). 


(«)  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Mart- 
den,  Alexandery  and  Isaacson^  (M. 
&  M.  439),  which  was  an  indict- 
ment which  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant, intending  to  vilify  the 
Duke  of  Wellington,  one  of  his 
Majesty's  ministers,  and  to  cause 
it  to  be  believed  that  he  was  guilty 
of  disloyal  intentions  against  the 
king,  and  to  bring  him  into  hatred 
and  contempt,  published  a  libel  on 
him  in  a  newspaper  called  '*  The 
Morning  Journal/'  '*  the  Attorney 
and  Solicitor-General,  and  the  usual 
counsel  for  the  Crown,  conducted 
the  prosecution,  and  the  solicitor  of 
the  Treasury  was  the  attorney.  No 


witnesses  were  called  for  the  de- 
fence, and  on  the  Attorney-General 
(Scarlett)  rising  to  reply.  Hum" 
frei/y  for  the  defendant  Isaacson, 
objected  to  his  doing  so,  on  the 
ground  that  this  was  a  private  pro- 
secution instituted  by  the  Duke  of 
Wellington,  as  a  private  individual, 
and  not  a  public  proceeding  on  be- 
half of  the  Crown.  The  Attorney- 
General  stated  that  he  appeared  in 
his  official  character.  Lord  7>n- 
terden,  C.  J.,  said — '  There  is  no 
doubt  of  the  rule,  wherever  the 
King's  counsel  appears  officially ,  he 
is  entitled  to  reply,*  "  In  the  case 
ofEexY.  Bell,  (Id. 440),  which  was 
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1845.        and  that   he  was  dead,  but  his  handwriting  was  not 

^     ^  proved;  and  it  was  also  proved  that  two  persons  of  the 

V.  names  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  original  deed  were 

WOODBOUSB.        ,         -I 

dead. 

Upon  this  evidence,  fVhaieley,  for  the  plaintiff,  proposed 
to  put  in  the  attested  copy  of  the  deed  of  the  6th  of  No- 
vember, 1788. 

Tayburd,  Serjt. — I  submit,  that  it  is  not  receivable  in 
evidence. 

JVhateletf. — ^In  the  last  edition  (rf  Mr.  Roscoe's  work  on 
Evidence  (a),  there  is  this  passage: — ^  It  is  said  that  an  old 
instrument,  purporting  to  be  a  copy  or  abstract  of  a  con- 
veyance, and  which  had  for  many  years  gone  along  with 
possession  of  the  land,  was  admitted  in  evidence,  the  ori- 
ginal being  lost,  without  proving  it  to  be  a  true  copy.'' 
For  this  proposition  BuUer^s  Nisi  Prius  is  cited  (b),  and 
Bacon^s  Abridgment  referred  to(c). 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  stated  in  Mr. 
Boscoe's  work  as  you  have  read  it,  but  I  never  heard  of 
such  evidence  being  given. 

Whateley. — In  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius'(<Q,  it  is  laid  down, 
that,  ^' where  possession  has  gone  along  with  -a  deed  many 
years,  the  original  of  which  is  lost  t)r  destroyed,  an  old 
copy  or  abstract  may  be  given  in  ^evidence  without  being 
proved  to  be  true;  because,  in  such  case,  it  may  be  impos- 
sible to  give  better  evidence.''  And  for  this  proposition, 
Styie,  205,  is  cited  [e). 

((a)  Rose.  L.  of  Ev.,  6th  ed.,  pp.  (J)  B.  N.  P.,  Ist  ed.,  (1772),  p. 

9,  10.  250;  and  6th  ed.,  (1793),  p.  244. 

{h)  B.  N.  P.  254.  (e)  In  the  7th   edition  of  B. 

l<e)  Bac.A%.,£vid.,(F.),p.298.  N.  P^  by  Mr.  Bridgman,  (1817), 
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Pollock^  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  and  shall  act  on  that 
opinion,  that  this  evidence  ought  to  be  rejected. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 


1845. 
Bbindlst 

V. 
WOODHOUSS. 


There  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  his 
Lordship  giving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  point 
above  reported ;  but  no  motion  was  made, 
as  the  case  was  compromised. 

WhiUeley,  F^  V.  Lee^  and  Symona,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Talfourd^  Serjt.,  and  John  Gray,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies — Cooper,  and  Ouen  ^  Co%\ 


the  same  passage  occurs ;  but  the 
editor  says,  **  Sty.  205  is  here  re- 
ferred to,  but  there  is  no  such 
point."  And,  in  Bac.  Abr.,  tit. 
"  Evidence,"  (F.),  7th  ed.,  p.  298, 
it  is  said,  that,  "  where  the  pos- 
session has  gone  along  with  any 
deed  for  many  years,  there  a  very 
old  copy  of  the  deed  may  be  givea 
in  evidence,  with  proof  also  that 
the  original  is  lost;  and  that  is  ac- 
cording to  the  rule  of  the  civil  law, 
si  vettulate  temporis  et  judieiarid 
eognitume  nnt  roboraUe,  for  pos- 
session could  not  be  supposed  to  go 


along  in  the  same  manner,  unless 
there  had  been  originally  such  a 
deed,  and  so  executed  as  the  copy 
mentions,  and  the  copy  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be  only  offered  in  evi- 
dence to  avoid  sight  of  the  original, 
since  it  is  so  ancient  that  the  an- 
tiquity alone  prevents  all  suspicion 
•f  its  being  counterfeit,  and  the 
antiquity  is  known  from  the  an- 
cientness  of  the  possession;  but  qu,, 
whether  such  a  copy  shall  be  re- 
ceived, without  the  proof  of  its 
being  a  true  copy  by  comparison 
with  the  deed  itself  r* 
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SHREWSBURY  ASSIZES. 


{Chroum  Side). 


BEFORE    LORD   CHIEiP   BABON   POLLOCK. 


March  25. 

On  the  trial  of 
an  indictment 
for  a  rape,  the 
prosecutrix,  a 
servant,  stated 
that  she  made 
almost  imme- 
diate complaint 
to  her  mistress, 
and  that  on  the 
next  day  a 
washerwoman 
washed  her 
clothes,  on 
which  were 
blood.    Neither 
the  mistress 
nor  the  washer- 
woman were 
under  recogni- 
sance to  give 
evidence,  nor 
were  their 
names  on  the 
back  of  the  in- 
dictment, but 
they  were  at 
the  assizes  at- 
tending as  wit- 
nesses for  the 
prisoner.    The 
Judge  directed 
that  both  the 
mistress  and 
the  washer- 
woman should 
be  called  by 
the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution, 
but  said  that  he 
should  allow 
the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution 
every  latitude 
in  their  exa- 
mination. 


Reoina  V.  William  Stroner. 

XvAPE. — ^The  prisoner  was  charged  with  having  ravished 
Hannah  Whitbrook,  on  the  6th  day  of  Febraaiy,  1846,  at 
the  parish  of  Shiffnall. 

The  prosecutrix  stated,  in  giving  her  evidence,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  offence,  which  was  committed  on  Ash- 
Wednesday,  1846,  she  was  in  the  service  of  Mr.  Smith, 
and  that  the  offence  was  committed  in  Mr.  Smith's  cow- 
house, and  that  ahnost  immediately  after  the  commission 
of  the  offence  she  complained  of  it  to  Mrs.  Smith,  and 
shewed  Mrs.  Smith  some  blood  in  the  cow-house,  and  that 
Mrs.  Smith  said,  ^'  Pooh !  '^  And  the  prosecutrix  also  stated, 
in  giving  her  evidence,  that  on  Thursday,  the  6th  day  of 
February,  her  clothes  were  washed  by  a  washerwoman 
named  Chatwood,  and  these  clothes  had  blood  upon  them. 

Neither  Mrs.  Smith  nor  the  washerwoman  Chatwood 
had  been  bound  by  recognizance  to  give  evidence  on  this 
trial,  and  their  names  were  not  on  the  back  of  the  indict- 
ment. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  inquired  if  either  Mrs.  Smith  or  the 
washerwoman  were  in  attendance. 

W.  H,  Cooke,  for  the  prisoner. — ^They  are  both  here  at- 
tending as  witnesses  for  the  prisoner. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — They  must  be  both  called  as  witnesses 
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for  the  prosecution;  but  I  shall  allow  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  every  latitude  in  examining  them. 

Allen,  for  the  prosecution,  called  Mrs.  Smith,  who  denied 
that  the  prosecutrix  had  ever  made  any  complaint  what- 
ever to  her,  or  had  ever  shewn  her  any  blood  anywhere ; 
on  which,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  learned  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  the  prosecution  was  abandoned. 

Verdict — Not  guilty. 
AlleUj  for  the  prosecution. 

W.  H.  Cooke,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attoroiefl— Gar6e</,  and  Brown,'] 
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Rboina 
Staonbr. 


MONMOUTH  ASSIZES. 


{Civil  Side). 


BEFORE    BARON   PLATT. 


F 


Prickett  v.  Gratrex,  Esq. 


March  31. 


ALSE  imprisonment. — The  declaration  stated  that  the  A  notice  of 

defendant  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  caused  him  to  be  magistrate  for 

apprehended  and  unlawfully  committed  to  a  certain  com-  ^he'5||^t|^to 

mon  gaol,  or  prison,  in  the  borough  of  Monmouth,  in  the  *>«  imprisoned, 

county  of  Monmouth,  and  to  be  there  imprisoned  for  the  states  the 

space  of  four  months.  Plea,  not  guilty  '^  by  statute.'*  states' the  place 

in  which  the 
-,,../«,  11        plaintiff  was 

It  was  opened,  by  Godson,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  de-  imprisoned, 
fendant  was  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  borough  of  Mon-  ^oes^not  state 
mouth,  and  he  had  committed  the  plaintiff  to  prison  for  **??  p'*J*  *^ 

'  x-  X-  which  the  ma- 

gistrate signed 
any  warrant  or  did  any  act  which  caused  the  plaintiff's  imprisonment. 
Whether,  in  such  a  case,  the  notice  must  state  the  form  of  the  intended  action,  quaref 
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refiising  to  find  sureties  to  keep  the  peace,  the  warrant 
by  which  he  was  committed  being  (as  he  contended) 
wholly  bad. 

It  was  proved,  that,  on  the  6th  of  December,  1843,  the 
defendant  was  served  with  a  notice  of  action  in  the  fol* 
lowing  form : — 

"  To  Thomas  Gratrex,  Eiquire,  one  of  her  Majesty's  josdces  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  horough  of  Monmouth.  Sir, — Toa  having,  on  or 
about  the  fourteenth  day  of  March  last,  as  one  of  her  Majesty 's  justices 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  burgh  of  Monmouth,  caused  me  to  be 
apprehended  and  unlawfully  committed  to  a  certain  common  gaol,  or 
prison,  tit  the  horough  of  Monmouth  aforesaidy  and  to  be  there  impri- 
soned, and  kept  and  detained  in  prison  theret  without  any  reaaonaUe  or 
probable  cause  whatsoever,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the  said 
fourteenth  day  of  March  to  the  ninth  day  of  August  then  next  following, 
I  do,  therefore,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  shall,  at  or  soon  after  the 
expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  time  of  your  being  served 
with  this  notice,  cause  a  writ  of  summons  to  be  sued  out  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's Court  of  Queen's  Bench  at  Westminster  against  you,  at  my  suit, 
for  the  said  imprisonment,  and  shall  proceed  against  you  thereupon  ac- 
cording to  law.    Dated  this  fourth  day  of  December,  1843. 

^  James  PaicxBTT." 

This  notice  was  indorsed  ''  Joseph  Lewis,  of  Blakeneyj 
in  the  parish  of  Awre,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  attor- 
ney for  the  within-named  James  Prickett.^' 

Whateley,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit,  that  this  notice 
of  action  is  not  sufficient.  It  is  not  stated  in  the  notice 
at  what  place  the  defendant  did  the  act  complained  of. 
The  words  of  the  notice  are,  ''  you  having  ^'  "  caused  me 
to  be  apprehended  and  unlawfully  committed  to  a  certain 
common  gaol,  or  prison,  in  the  borough  of  Monmouth.^' 
It  states  where  the  plaintiff  was  imprisoned,  but  it  ought 
also  to  have  stated  where  the  defendant  did  any  act  which 
caused  that  imprisonment.  In  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Up- 
cher(a),  the  notice  of  action  was  held  bad,  because  it  did 
not  state  the  place  at  which  the  imprisonment  occurred; 


(a)  2  G.  &  D.  716  ;  3  Q.  B.  Rep.  662,  and  1 1  Law  J.,  (N.  S.),  Q.  E, 
291. 
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and,  in  that  case  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says,  that  the  act  of 
Parliament  ''  requires  that  a  notice  in  writing  of  the  in- 
tended writ  or  process  shall  be  delivered  to  the  jostice,  in 
which  notice  shall  be  clearly  and  explicitly  contained  the 
cause  of  action,  &c.;  and  I  think  that  such  notice  is  not 
dear  and  explicit  unless  it  contains  a  statement  of  the 
place  where  the  alleged  grievance  was  commuted"  Now, 
the  place  where  the  alleged  grievance  was  committed  in 
the  present  case  was  the  place  where  the  warrant  was 
made.  In  the  case  of  Breese  v.  Jerdein,  Beaumont,  and 
Bradley  (6),  a  notice  of  action,  which  stated  that  the  three 
defendants  had,  on  the  27th  of  May,  apprehended  the 
plaintiff,  not  mentioning  any  place,  and  that  they  after- 
wards ''caused  him  to  be  unlawfully  committed  to  a  cer- 
tain common  gaol,  or  prison,  called  the  Compter,  in  the 
city  of  London,  and  to  be  there  imprisoned,'^  was  held  to 
be  insufficient  as  to  the  defendant  Beaumont,  who  was  the 
only  one  of  the  defendants  who  was  entitled  to  notice  of 
action,  on  the  ground  that  the  want  of  a  sufficient  state- 
ment of  time  and  place  rendered  the  notice  bad  (c),  and  in 
that  case  the  notice  was  in  the  same  form  as  it  is  in  the 
present  case. 

Platt,  B. — Not  quite.  In  the  case  of  Breese  v.  Jerdein 
the  first  act  complained  of  has  no  locality  at  all  assigned 
to  it. 

JVhateley, — In  the  present  case  the  form  of  the  action 
is  also  not  mentioned  in  the  notice  {d). 


1845. 


(6)  2  G.  D.  720,  n. ;  4  Q.  B. 
Rep.  585 ;  and  12  L.  J.  (N.  S.) 
Q.  B.  234. 

(e)  It  does  not  appear  very  clear- 
ly whether  the  defendant  Beau- 
mont could  have  heen  liahle  for  the 
imprisonment  at  the  Compter^  the 
only  place  mentioned.  The  report 
in  the  Law  Journal  states  that 
Beaumont  and  Bradley  \ioi)^  took 
part  in  the  proceedings  at  the  ela- 


tion house,  and  Lord  Denman  says 
in  his  judgment,  that  it  was  ob- 
jected "  that  the  imprisonment  in 
the  Compter  was  not  proved  as  the 
joint  act  of  the  three  defendants." 
(rf)  In  the  case  of  Breese  v.  Jer- 
dein, it  was  objected,  that  the  no- 
tice of  action  did  not  designate  the 
form  of  the  intended  action,  but 
the  Court  gave  no  opinion  on  this 
objection. 


VOL.  I. 


U  U 


N.  P. 
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1845.  Greaves,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  place  of  the  act  done 

by  the  defendant  is  the  place  at  which  he  signed  the 
warrant. 

Platt^  B. — I  do  not  feel  much  difficulty  about  this  no- 
tice. In  the  notice  given  in  the  case  of  Martina  y.  Upeher 
no  place  was  stated  at  all^  and  in  Breese  y.  Jerdem  the 
earlier  part  of  the  imprisonment  is  also  without  any  place 
being  mentioned;  but  I  think  the  law  ought  not  to  be 
construed  with  so  much  strictness  as  is  contended  for  in 
the  present  case.  In  cases  of  this  kind  both  parties  are 
to  be  protected^  and  the  object  of  the  notice  is  to  notify 
the  matter  with  sufficient  distinctness  to  enable  the  magis- 
trate to  know  what  it  is^  so  that  he  may  make  a  tender  of 
amends  if  he  is  disposed  to  do  so.  In  the  present  case, 
can  any  one  doubt  that  when  the  defendant  received  this 
notice  he  did  not  know  perfectly  well  what  it  referred  to? 
I  think  the  notice  is  sufficient. 

The  case  proceeded^  and  there  was  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Godson  and  Carrington,  for  the  plaintiff. 
fVhateley  and  Greaves,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies— /.  LewU,  and  T.  Addanu  WUUanu.'] 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Godson  obtained  a  rule  to  sbetr 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  groands 
wholly  distinct  from  the  point  above  reported. 
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Sittings  at  Westminster  qfler  Michaelmas  Term,  1844. 


BEFORE    LORD   DENMAN,    C.  J. 


Pitcher  v.  King,  Esq. 


1844. 


C 


^ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  for  a  false  return  to  in  an  acUon 

•a.     ^  i*     •  ir     •  against  a 

a  Wnt  of  fieri  facias.  sheriff  for  a 

The  original  cause  was  in  this  Court,  and  it  was  pro-  11*^*^ '"J«^ 
posed,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  put  in  office  copies  of  copies  of  the 
the  writ  of  fieri  facias  and  return.  tuni,'which  are 

not  proved  to 
have  been  exa- 

i%i//,  for  the  defendant. — These  copies  are  not  receiv-  ""*"**^  copies, 

*■  arc  not  receiv- 

able in  evidence,  without  proof  that  they  have  been  exa-  able  in  evi- 

J      . . ,    .1  .    .      1  dencc,  even 

mmea  witn  tne  originals.  where  the 

original  cause 
was  in  the 

fF.  H.  Watson^  for  the  plaintiff. — In  Doe  d.  Lucas  v.  »ame  court  at 

the  action 

Fulford{a)y  it  was  decided  that  an  office  copy  in  the  same  against  the 
court  and  in  the  same  cause  is  evidence  of  the  record  of  "  '"  * 
which  it  is  a  copy;  and  this  is  also  laid  down  in  Phillips's 
Law  of  Evidence  {b). 


(fl)  2  Burr.  1179. 

\h)  2  Phill.  on  Ev.,  9th  ed., 
131,  where  it  is  stated,  that  ''  the 
rnle  respecting  the  admission  of 
office  copies  in  evidence  is,  that  an 
office  copy  in  the  same  court  and 
in  the  same  cause  is  equivalent  to 
a  record,  hut,  in  another  court,  or 
another  cause  in  the  same  court, 
the  entry  must  he  proved  to  be  ex- 


amined ;  but,  in  a  note,  (/&.)»  it  is 
said,  that  it  seems  that  the  rule  has 
not  been  strictly  acted  upon  in  re- 
gard to  affidavits  before  the  same 
court,  but  not  in  the  same  cause." 
In  the  case  of  Wightwick  v.  Banhy 
Forrest.  153,  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer allowed  an  office  copy  of  an 
affidavit  made  in  another  cause  to 
be  used  in  moving  for  a  rule  to 


u  u2 
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Plait. — Where  a  writ  has  been  returned  the  proper 
proof  is  a  copy  of  the  writ  and  return  examined  with  the 
record.  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  says  {c),  that^  where  the  writ 
itself  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  you  must  have  a  copy  firom 
the  record,  inasmuch  as  you  are  to  have  the  utmost  eii- 
dence  the  nature  of  the  thing  is  capable  of. 


Lord  Den  MAN,  C.  J. — I  think  I  ought  not  to  receive 
the  evidence. 

Evidence  rejected* 

The  plaintiff  was  ultimately  nonsuited. 


fV.  H.  Watsm  and 


-,  for  the  plaintiff. 


Piatt,  for  the  defendant. 


[Attomies— rPitoAer,  and  Palmer  ^  C6J] 


discharge  a  defendant  out  of  cus- 
tody. In  the  case  of  Cadnum  v. 
Reid,  2  B.  Moore,  60,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape,  the 
plaintiff  averred  in  hiq  declaration 
that  a  writ  of  capias  was  indorsed 
for  hail,  hy  virtue  of  an  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  be- 
fore then  made  and  duly  filed  of 
record,  and  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  that  the 
production  of  the  office  copy  of  the 
affidavit  was  sufficient  to  prove 
such  averment.  In  the  case  of 
Croke  v.  DowUng^  B.  N.  P.,  7th 
ed.,  13  a,  (more  ftilly  reported  in 
3  Doug.  75),  in  an  action  for  mali- 
ciously holding  to  bail,  the  Court 
held,  1st,  That  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  prove  that  there  was  any 
affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  for  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  writ  was  suffi- 
cient   2nd,  Tliat,  if  the  declara- 


tion had  averred  that  such  an  affi- 
davit had  been  made,  an  office  copy 
of  it  would  haye  been  nifficient; 
but,  if  it  were  stated  to  have  been 
made  by  the  defendant  hims^ 
perhaps  the  original  affidavit  must 
be  produced  and  proved.  See  also 
the  case  of  Davits  v.  DavieSf  9  C. 
&  P.  252. 

(c)  B.  N.  P.,  7th  ed.,  234  a. 
"  As  to  writs.  When  a  writ  is 
only  inducement  to  the  action,  the 
taking  out  the  writ  may  be  proved 
without  any  copy  of  it,  because 
possibly  it  might  not  be  retmned, 
and  then  it  is  no  record ;  but  whoe 
the  writ  iUelf  is  the  gist  of  the  ac- 
tion, you  must  have  a  oc^yfion 
the  record,  inasmuch  as  you  sre  to 
have  the  utmost  evidence  the  na- 
ture of  the  thing  is  capable  o^  sod 
it  cannot  become  the  gist  of  thf 
action  till  it  is  retacned." 
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Regina  V,  OoLDSHEDE  and  Sidney.  Dec,  5. 


Conspiracy.— The  first   count  of  the  indictment  On  the  trial  of 
charged,  that  the  defendants  did  conspire,  &c.  to  pretend  for  a  con. 
that  Richard  Bingham  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  »P'»'*cy,the 

^  answers  in 

Sidney  in  the  sum  of  £260,  and  to  commence  an  action  to  Chancery  of 

.  .,1.1  1  the  defendants, 

recover  it,  and  to  cause  Richard  Bingham  to  be  arrested  made  on  oath 
and  imprisoned  until  he  gave  bail  or  paid  that  amount,  guitSnstituted 
whereas  in  truth  Richard  Bingham  was  not  indebted  to  fB**"«^  '^«™ 

^  by  the  prose - 

either  of  the  defendants  in  that  sum.     Second  count,  that  cutor,  are  re- 

ceivable  in 

the  defendants  did  conspire.  Sec.  to  obtain  £250  from  the  evidence  on 
said  Richard  Bingham,  by  falsely  pretending  that  Richard  jMS^aon!*"* 
Bingham  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  Sidney  in  that 
amount,  and  by  wrongfully  causing  Richard  Bingham  to 
be  arrested ;  whereas  in  truth  Richard  Bingham  was  not 
indebted  to  the  defendant  Sidney  in  the  said  sum  or  any 
other  sum.  Third  count,  that,  on  the  20th  of  November, 
1843,  Richard  Bingham,  for  the  accommodation  of  Richard 
Shiel,  had  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £250,  drawn  by 
R.  Shiel  payable  to  his  own  order,  which  bill  of  exchange 
was  discounted  by  the  defendant  Goldshede  for  R.  Shiel, 
and  was  then  indorsed  by  R.  Shiel  to  the  defendant  Gold- 
shede; and  that,  after  that  bill  became  due,  and  while  the 
defendant  Goldshede  was  the  holder  of  it,  he  received  an- 
other bill  of  exchange,  for  £275,  in  satisfaction  of  and  for 
the  first-mentioned  bill  of  exchange,  and  that  afterwards 
the  defendants  conspired,  &c.  to  pretend  that  the  defendant 
Sidney  was  the  lawful  indorsee  and  holder  of  the  first- 
mentioned  bill  of  exchange,  and  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
said  Richard  Bingham  the  sum  of  £250  in  respect  of  it. 
Fourth  count,  that  Richard  Bingham,  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  R.  Shiel,  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £250,  which 
was  discounted  by  the  defendant  Goldshede,  and  that  R. 
Shiel,  after  that  bill  of  exchange  became  due,  and  while  the 
defendant  Goldshede  was  the  holder  of  it,  indorsed  to  the 
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1844.  defendant  Gt)ld8hede  another  bill  of  exchange,  for  £275, 

^    ^     ^  in  satisfaction  of  the  first-mentioned  bill  of  exchanece,  and 

V.  that,  after  the  bill  of  exchange  for  £250  was  due,  R.  Shiel 

6oLD8H<o<.  p^  J  ^^  ^j^^  defendant  Goldshede  £220  on  acconnt  of  the 

last-mentioned  two  bills  of  exchange,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant afterwards  did  conspire,  &c.  to  sne  Richard  Bingham 
for  £250,  and  to  procure  him  to  be  arrested,  and  to  pre- 
tend that  the  defendant  Sidney  was  the  lawfol  holder  ai 
the  bill  of  exchange  for  £250,  and  entitled  to  recoTer  the 
amount  of  it.    Fifth  count,  that  Richard  Bingham  accepted 
an  accommodation  bill  for  R.  Shiel  for  £250,  and  that  the 
defendant  Goldshede  discounted  it,  and  that,  after  it  be- 
came due,  R.  Shiel  paid  to  the  defendant  Goldshede  £1M 
on  account  of  it,  and  that  the  defendants  afterwards  did 
conspire,  &c.  to  sue  Richard  Bingham  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant  Sidney  for  £250,  and  to  pretend  that  the  defend- 
ant Sidney  was  the  lawful  holder  of  the  bill  of  exchange 
for  £250,  and  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  it. 
Siopth  count,  that  the  defendants  conspired  to  obtain  from 
Richard  Bingham  the  sum  of  £250,  and  to  cheat  him 
thereof,  by  pretending  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ant Sidney  in  the  sum  of  £250,  as  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, which  Richard  Bingham  had  accepted  for  R.  Shid's 
accommodation,  and  without  value,  as  both  the  defendants 
well  knew,  and  upon  which  R.  Shiel  had  paid  £194  to  the 
defendant   Goldshede,  and   which  bill  of  exchange  was 
colourably  and  fraudulently  held  by  the  defendant  Sidney, 
as  trnstee  for  the  defendant  Goldshede.     Seventh  count, 
that  the  defendants  did  conspire,  &c,  without  any  probaUe 
cause,  to  arrest  Richard  Bingham,  and  to  cause  him  to  be 
imprisoned  till  he  should  give  bail  for  a  sum  of  money 
pretended  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  defendant  Sidney. 
Eighth  count,  that  the  defendants  did  conspire,  &c.,  '^  by 
means  of  divers  false  pretences,  subtle  means,  and  devices, 
to  obtain  and  acquire  to  themselves  divers  monies  of  the 
said  Richard  Bingham,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  him 
thereof.*' 


GOLDSHSDB. 
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On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  Thmger,  S.  G.,  proposed         1344, 
to  give  in  evidence  the  answers  in  Chancery  of  the  present  " 

Rboina 

defendants,  which  had  been  made  by  them  on  oath,  m  a    _     v. 
suit  in  Chancery  which  had  been  instituted  against  them 
by  the  present  prosecutor,  Mr.  Bingham. 

Plait,  for  the  defendant  Sidney. — I  submit  that  -these 
answers  are  not  receivable  in  evidence,  because  they  are 
made  upon  oath  under  the  compulsory  process  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  In  a  case  of  child-murder,  tried  at  Guildford, 
it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been  taken  before  Dr.  Lock, 
a  magistrate,  who  took  her  confession  on  oath,  and  the  con- 
fession was  not  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  because  it 
was  taken  on  oath.  So,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Smith  and 
Homage  {a),  where  the  confession  of  a  prisoner  purported  to 
have  been  taken  on  oath,  Mr.  Justice  IjC  Blanc  not  only 
would  not  allow  it  to  be  given  in  evidence,  but  would  not 
allow  evidence  to  be  given  to  shew  that  the  confession  was, 
in  fact,  not  taken  on  oath.  The  voluntary  admission  of  a 
person  is  receivable  in  evidence  against  him,  but  evidence 
of  an  admission  is  not  receivable  where  it  has  been  ex- 
torted from  the  person  making  it,  as  it  is  by  proceedings 
in  Chancery,  where  the  party  is  called  on  to  answer  under 
peril  of  imprisonment.  Where  is  the  difference  between 
eij^torting  a  confession  from  a  prisoner  by  threats,  and  ex- 
torting an  admission  from  a  party  by  the  powers  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  ?'  It  has  been  the  consistent  practice  of 
the  criminal  law  to  exclude  all  that  is  said  by  a  prisoner 
after  either  threats  or  promises. 

Whateley^  on  the  same  side. — ^There  is  a  clear  distinction 
established  between  civil  and  criminal  cases. 

Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J. — ^What  is  evidence  in  the  one  case 
is  in  the  other. 

(o)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  242. 
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Whateley. — ^The  distinction  has  been  acted  upon  in  a 
great  number  of  cases.  In  a  criminal  case,  a  confession 
to  be  receivable  in  evidence  must  be  yolontary,  but  the 
affidavit  of  a  person,  no  matter  how  he  may  have  been  in- 
duced to  make  it,  is  receivable  against  him  in  a  civil  case. 


Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J. — ^And  in  a  criminal  case. 

Whateley. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Lewis  (&),  where  the 
prisoner  was  examined  on  oath  before  a  magistrate  as  to  a 
case  of  poisoning  when  there  was  no  specific  charge  against 
any  one,  but  where,  at  the  end  of  the  examination,  the 
prisoner  was  committed  for  trial  for  the  offence.  Baron 
Gumey  would  not  receive  in  evidence  on  the  trial  her  de- 
position taken  on  oath. 

Cockbum,  for  the  defendant  Goldshede. — ^From  the  cases 
of  Rex  V.  Rivers  (c)  and  Regina  v.  Pikesley  (d),  it  appears 
that,  if  the  statement  of  an  accused  person  only  purports  to 
have  been  taken  on  oath,  it  is  not  receivable  in  evidence 
against  him.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Merceran  (e),  the  evi- 
dence which  the  defendant  gave,  under  the  compulsory 
process  of  the  House  of  Commons,  was  received  in  evidence 
against  him,  but  when  that  case  was  cited  by  Sir  W,  FoUett 
in  Gilham's  case  (/),  Lord  Tenterden  said,  ''  I  think  there 
must  be  some  mistake  in  that  case;  the.evidence  mustha?e 
been  given  without  oath,  and  before  a  committee  of  inquiiy, 
where  the  witness  would  not  be  bound  to  answer  ^^  (jr). 


(b)  6  C.  &  P.  161.  In  that  case 
Baron  Gumey  said,  **  I  remember, 
in  a  case  of  Rex  v.  Walker,  which 
was  a  case  of  forging  a  will,  I  gaye 
in  evidence  an  affidavit  made  by 
one  of  the  prisoners  in  the  suit  in 
Doctors*  Commons,  and  the  pri- 
soner was  convicted  and  executed." 

(c)  7  C.  &  P.  177. 


(d)  9C.  &P.124. 

(tf )  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  366. 

(/)  Moo.  C.  C.  203. 

(g)  Mr.  Merceron  had  gi^ea 
evidence  before  a  committee  of  tb« 
House  of  Commons  appointed  fcr 
the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the 
police  of  the  metropolis. 
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Bat  the  nearest  case  to  the  present  is  that  of  Regina  v.        |g44^ 
Briiton  (A),  which  was  an  indictment  against  a  bankrupt      ^    <*    ^ 
for  concealing  his  effects.    It  was  there  proposed  to  prove  «. 

the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  by  putting  in  the  bankrupt's 
balance-sheet  delivered  in  upon  oath,  and  Baron  Alderson 
and  Mr.  Justice  Paiieson  held  that  the  bankrupt's  balance 
sheet  was^not  receivable  in  evidence  for  this  purpose. 

E.  James,  on  the  same  side. — It  appears  from  Mr.  Star- 
kie's  work  on  Evidence,  title  ''  Admissions/'  that  many  of 
the  rules  as  to  the  non-reception  of  admissions  in  evi- 
dence  apply  to  criminal  cases  only. 

PhiMif  on  the  same  side. — In  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
Wheeley  (i).  Baron  Alderson  rejected  the  statement  of  a 
prisoner  which  purported  to  have  been  taken  on  oath. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — This  objection  is  wholly  ground- 
less. It  is  very  unusual  to  give  answers  in  Chancery  in 
evidence,  and  I  certainly  do  not  recollect  it  to  have  been 
often  done,  but  I  remember  that  in  Lord  Tenterden's  time 
there  was  a  case  at  Guildhall  in  which  Lord  Brougham 
and  I  put  in  an  answer  in  Chancery,  and  asked  the  jury  if 
they  believed  one  word  of  it.  No  person  ever  thought  of 
objecting  to  an  answer  in  Chancery  being  evidence  against 
the  person  making  it,  and  it  would  be  most  extraordinary 
if  such  an  objection  could  prevail,  when  the  very  oath  on 
which  an  answer  in  Chancery  is  given  is  the  foundation  of 
those  indictments  for  peijury  which  we  are  trying  almost 
daily. 

The  defendant's  answers  in  Chancery  were  read  in  evi- 
dence, but  there  being  no  evidence  that  the  defendant 
Sidney  knew  that  the  bill  of  exchange. for  £275,  mentioned 

(A)  1  M.  &  Rob.  297.    See  also      referred  to. 
the  case  of  Regina  v.  Owen^  9  C.  &  (i)  8  C.  &  P.  250. 

P.  238,  and  the  authorities  there 
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in  the  indictment,  was  given  in 
exchange  for  d6250. 


of  the  biUof 


Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J*,  snggested  to  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution,  that  the  case  should  proceed  no  further,  and 
this  suggestion  was  acceded  to. 

Verdict — ^Not  guflty. 

Thesiffer,  S.  O.,  Hun^etf,  and  Swamt,  for  the  prosecution. 

Cockbume,  E.  James,  and  Phinn,  for  the  defendant  Gold- 
shede. 

Piatt  and  TVhaieley,  for  the  defendant  Sidney. 

[ Attortiie»— J7.  R,  Hill,  for  the  prosecution ;  L.  Norton^  and  S,  YaU*^ 

for  the  defendants.] 


Sittings  at  Westminster  after  Hilary  Tenn,  1846, 


BEFORE   LORD   DBNMAN,  C.  J. 


Wise  v.  Wilson. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated,  that  on  the  10th 
of  November,  1842,  by  a  certain  agreement  made  between 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant,  of  the 
other  part,  the  defendant,  who  was  then  practising  as  a 
surgeon,  agreed  to  receive  into  his  house  one  G-eorge  \^^, 


Feb.  7. 

A  person  has  a 
right  to  dismiss 
a  iervani  for 
misconduct, 
but  has  no 
right  to  turn 
away  an  ap' 
prentice  be* 
canse  he  mis- 
behaves ;  but 

the  case  of  a  young  man  seventeen  years  old,  who,  under  a  written  agreement  not  under  seal,  is 
placed  with  a  surgeon,  as  "pupil  tmd  aetistant,*'  and  with  whom  a  premium  is  paid,  is  a  case 
between  that  of  apprenticeship  and  service  ;  and  if  such  a  person  on  some  occasions  come  home 
intoxicated,  this  ahne  will  not  justify  the  surgeon  in  dismissing  him.  But  if  the  *'  pupil  and 
assistant,"  by  employing  the  shop-boy  to  compound  the  medicines,  occasion  real  danger  to  the 
surgeon's  practice,  this  would  justify  the  surgeon  in  dismissing  him. 

In  assumpsit  for  wrongfully  dismissing  a  **  pupil  and  assistant"  to  a  surgeon,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  **  pupil  and  assistant"  so  misconducted  himself  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  dis< 
miss  him  to  prevent  his  ruining  the  defendant's  practice,  and  the  plaintiff  replied  de  ii^aril  ^-^ 
Heid,  that,  on  these  pleading!*,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  begin. 
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then  aged  seyenteen  jears^  son  of  the  plainti£F,  *'  as  pupil  iq^^^ 
and  assistant  of  the  defendant,  on  the  following  terms  and 
conditions,  that  is  to  say, — Ist,  That  the  defendant  should 
afford  board  and  lodging  to  the  sud  George  Wise  (his 
washing  excepted)  from  thenceforth  to  the  expiration  of 
three  years,  computed  from  the  1st  day  of  Noyember,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1842.  2ndly,  That  the  duties  of  the 
said  Oeorge  Wise  should  be  to  compound,  prepare,  and 
dispense  the  medicines  he  should  be  desired  so  to  do  by  the 
defendant;  and  that  he  the  said  George  Wise  should  keep 
the  books  connected  with  the  said  profession,  attend  to  the 
night-bell,  and  visit  a  patient  or  patients  when  so  re** 
quested  by  the  defendant,  during  the  aforesaid  three  years. 
Srdly,  That  he  the  said  George  Wise  shoidd  be  allowed 
time  to  attend  such  lectures  during  the  sessions  in  the 
aforesaid  period  as  might  enable  him  to  proceed  with  his 
studies,  but  that  the  number  of  such  classes  or  lectures, 
and  hours  of  attending  the  same,  should  be  regulated  by 
and  meet  with  the  defendant's  approval,  so  that  the  de- 
fendant might  not  be  seriously  inconvenienced,  or  deprived 
of  the  said  George  Wise's  services  as  assistant,  during  the 
aforesaid  period  of  three  years.  4thly,  That  the  said 
George  Wise  should  not  waste  his  time  while  out  attend- 
ing  such  lectures  or  classes,  but  return  immediately  to  the 
assistance  of  the  defendant  after  the  lecture  was  concluded, 
and  that  all  further  relaxations  and  leave  of  absence  should 
have  been  asked  and  granted  from  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  said  George  Wise,  while  living  with  the  defendant, 
during  the  aforesaid  three  years,  should  conform  to  all  the 
defendant's  rules  and  injunctions.  And  it  was  thereby 
further  agreed  and  declared,  that,  the  aforesaid  stipulations 
being  complied  with,  he  the  defendant  further  agreed  not 
only  to  provide  the  said  George  Wise  with  a  comfortable 
home  during  the  aforesaid  period,  as  stipulated,  but  to 
superintend  and  assist  him  the  said  George  Wise  in  his 
studies,  and  to  instruct  him  the  said  George  Wise  to  the 
beat  of  his  the  defendant's  power,  in  the  general  practice 
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1845.  of  medicine^  such  as  the  defendant  then  practised.  And 
it  was  thereby  further  agreed  and  declared^  that^  upon  the 
payment  of  £50  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  the 
defendant  did  thereby  fEdthfulIy  pledge  himself  to  folfil 
each  of  the  foregoing  promises  on  his  the  defendant's 
part,  and  the  plaintiff  did  thereby  promise  and  agree  to 
the  aforesaid  stipulations  on  her  the  plaintiff's  part,  and 
on  the  part  of  the  said  Gteorge  Wise,  for  the  full  period 
of  three  years,  Ending  on  the  1st  day  of  November  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1845;  and  the  said  defendant  did 
further  promise  and  agree,  that,  in  reference  to  the  par- 
ticulars contained  in  the  said  clause  hereinbefore  set  forth 
as  the  8rd,  and  commencing  with  the  word  '  thirdly/  and 
ending  at  the  word  '  fourthly,'  he  the  defendant  should 
not  prevent  the  said  George  Wise  attending  the  absolutely 
necessary  lectures  required  by  the  College  of  Surgeons 
and  the  Apothecaries'  Hall;  which  said  agreement  being 
so  made  as  aforesaid,  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  first  aforesaid,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  promised  the  defendant  that 
the  said  agreement  should  be  performed  and  fulfilled  in 
all  things  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  said  George  Wise  respectively,  to  be  performed  and 
fulfilled,  he  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  to  per- 
form and  fulfil  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  on  his 
the  defendant's  part  and  behalf  to  be  performed  and  ful- 
filled." The  declaration  then  went  on  to  state,  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  paid 
to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  £50,  and  that  the  defendant 
did  receive  George  Wise  into  his  house  on  the  terms  and 
conditions  aforesaid,  and,  until  the  breach  of  promise  here- 
after mentioned,  did  afford  him  board  and  lodging,  (wash- 
ing excepted),  and  that,  till  the  breach,  the  plaintiff  and 
George  Wise  fulfilled  their  part  of  the  agreement;  and 
that  George  Wise  was  willing  to  have  board  and  lodging, 
(washing  excepted),  and  requested  the  defendant  to  afford 
it  to  him.    Yet  the  defendant,  after  the  making  of  the 
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ptomise  and  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £50,  and  before 
the  expiration  of  the  three  years,  from  the  Ist  of  Novem- 
ber, 1842,  did  not  afford  (George  Wise  board  and  lodging, 
(washing  excepted),  but  refused  so  to  do. 

Plea — ^that  the  said  George  Wise  misconducted  himself 
as  such  pupil  and  assistant,  and  refused  to  obey  the  lawful 
commands  of  the  defendant,  absented  himself  from  his 
duties,  and  became  and  was  drunk  and  inebriated,  and  was, 
for  the  cause  aforesaid,  incapable  of  performing  his  duties 
as  such  pupil  and  assistant,  and  wilfully  omitted  to  dis- 
pense medicines  and  send  them  out  to  the  defendant's 
patients,  and  thereby  greatly  endangered  the  health  and 
lives  of  the  said  patients,  and  neglected  to  keep  the  de- 
fendant's books  and  visit  his  patients,  by  means  of  which 
conduct  the  said  George  Wise  became  wholly  useless  as  pupil 
and  assistant  of  the  defendant,  and  it  became  necessary,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  said  improper  conduct  wholly  ruining 
the  practice  of  the  defendant,  for  the  defendant  to  dismiss 
the  said  George  Wise  from  his  the  defendant's  employ, 
as  such  pupil  and  assistant,  wherefore  the  defendant  dis- 
missed him  (a). 


1845. 


(a)  The  plea  was  in  the  follow- 
ingform:- 

<'  That,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  agreement  and  promise 
of  the  defendant  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  thence  hitherto,  the 
defendant  exercised  and  carried  on 
the  profession  and  business  of  a 
nngeon.  That,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  promise  and  agreement 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned, 
and  before  the  breach  of  the  said 
agreement  and  promise  in  the 
laid  declaration  mentioned  and  as- 
signed, to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of 
January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1844,  and  on  diyers  other  days 
and  times  between  that  day  and 
the  taid  breach  of  the  said  agree- 


ment and  promise  in  the  said  de- 
claration mentioned  and  assigned, 
the  said  George  Wise  wrongfully, 
and  contrary  to  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  the  said  agreement  and 
promise  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
said  George  Wise,  misbehaved  and 
misconducted  himself  as  such  pupil 
and  assistant  as  in  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned;  and  then,  to  wit, 
on  the  days  and  times  aforesaid, 
wilfully  omitted  and  refused  to 
obey  the  just  and  lawful  commands 
and  orders  of  the  defendant  to  him 
the  said  George  Wise  then  giyen ; 
and  then,  to  wit,  on  the  days  and 
times  aforesaid,  without  the  leave 
or  license  of  the  defendant,  and 
against  his  wiU,  absented  himself 
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C  Saunders f  for  the  plainti£F^  having  opened  the  plead- 
ings, 


from  his  dudes  as  such  pupil  and 
assistant  for  divers  long  and  un- 
reasonable spaces  of  time,  to  wit, 
for  the  space  of  six  hours  on  each 
of  the  days  and  times  aforesaid, 
(his  said  absence  then  not  being 
for  the  purpose  of  attending  the 
said  lectures  in  the  said  agreement 
mentioned),  to  the  great  inconve- 
nience and  deprivation  to  the  de- 
fendant of  the  services  of  the  said 
George  Wise ;  and  then,  to  wit,  on 
the  days  and  times  aforesaid,  vo- 
luntarily and  wilfully  became  and 
was  drunk  and  inebriated  with 
beer,  wines,  spirits,  and  other 
intoxicating  liquors,  and  then,  to 
wit,  on  the  days  and  times  afore- 
said, became  and  was,  for  the  cause 
last  aforesaid,  wholly  unfit  to  and 
incapable  of  performing  his  duties 
as  such  pupil  and  assistant;  and 
then,  to  wit,  on  the  days  and  times 
aforesaid,  wilfully  omitted  and  ne- 
glected to  compound,  prepare, 
dispense,  and  send  out  divers  me- 
dicines, which  he  the  said  George 
Wise,  as  such  pupil  and  assistant, 
was  then  by  the  defendant  ordered 
and  directed  to  compound,  prepare, 
dispense,  and  send  out  to  divers 
patients  of  him  the  defendant,  and 
thereby  greatly  endangered  the 
health  and  lives  of  the  said  patients. 
That,  although  there  then  were, 
to  wit,  on  the  days  and  times  afore- 
said, divers,  to  wit,  five  books  con- 
nected with  the  said  profession, 
which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  said 
George  Wise,  as  such  pupil  and 
assistant,  to  keep,  and  although  the 


said  Geoige  Wise  then,  to  wit,  oa 
the  days  and  times  aforesaid,  was 
ordered  by  the  defendant  to  keep 
the  same,  yet  the  said  Geoige  Wise 
did  not,  nor  would,  then  propcriy 
or  sufficiently  keep  the  books  con- 
nected with  the  profession  of  the 
defendant ;  but  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
days  and  times  aforesaid,  wholly 
and  wilfiilly  omitted  and  n^leeled 
so  to  do.  That,  although  thane 
then  were,  to  wit,  on  each  of  the 
days  and  times  aforesaid,  diven^  to 
wit,  five  patients  of  him  the  de- 
fendant, which  it  then  was  the  doty 
of  the  said  George  Wise,  as  such 
pupil  and  assistant,  to  visit,  and 
although  he  the  said  Geoige  Wise 
then,  to  wit,  on  the  days  and  times 
aforesaid,  was  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
days  and  times  aforesaid,  ordered 
by  the  defendant  to  visit  the  said 
patients,  jret  the  said  Geoige  Wiw 
did  not  nor  would  visit  the  said 
last-mentioned  patients  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  he  the  said  Geoige 
Wise  was  bound  to  do  in  and  by 
the  agreement  in  the  said  dedan- 
tion  mentioned,  but  then,  to  wit^ 
on  the  days  and  times  aforesaid, 
wholly  and  wilfully  omitted  and 
neglected  so  to  do,  by  means  of 
which  said  improper  conduct  and 
misbehaviour  of  the  said  George 
Wise,  he  the  said  George  Wise 
became  and  was  wholly  useless  ai 
pupil  and  assistant  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  it  then  became  and  wai 
necessary,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
said  impropjnr  conduct  and  misbe- 
haviour damaging  and  wholly  rain- 
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Cockbumj  for  the  defendant^  cbdmed  the  right  to  begin, 
as  the  agreement,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  the 
breach  of  it  were  both  admitted  by  the  plea. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  lay  her  case  before  the  jury  to  shew 
what  her  grievance  is.  It  was  the  constant  practice  in 
Lord  Tenierden's  time. 

It  was  opened  by  Crowder,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  George 
Wise,  the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  being  intended  for  a  surgeon, 
and  having  studied  under  his  uncle,  in  the  country,  was 
placed  by  his  mother,  the  plaintiff,  with  the  defendant,  who 
was  a  surgeon  in  London,  to  whom  he  was  to  act  as  an  as- 
sistant  for  three  years ;  the  defendant  stipulating,  in  re- 
turn, to  assist  him  in  his  studies,  to  allow  him  to  attend 
lectures,  and  to  provide  him  with  board  and  lodging,  (wash- 
ing excepted) ;  and  for  this  the  mother  of  the  plaintiff  paid 
the  defendant  a  premium  of  £50.  This  arrangement  was 
entered  into  in  November,  1842,  and  on  the  28th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1 844,  the  defendant  would  not  allow  the  plaintiff's 
son  to  return  to  his  house.  The  defendant,  by  his  plea,  had 
charged  the  plaintiff's  son  with  almost  every  possible  breach 


1845. 


ing  the  said  practice  and  business 
of  the  defendant,  for  the  defendant 
to  dismiss  the  said  George  Wise 
from  his  the  defendant's  service  and 
employ  as  such  pupil  and  assistant ; 
and  the  said  business  and  practice 
of  the  defendant,  but  for  the  dis- 
missal of  him  the  said  George  Wise, 
would  have  been  and  become, 
by  and  through  the  misbehaviour 
and  improper  conduct  of  the  said 
George  Wise,  greatly  damaged,  in- 
jured, and  destroyed;  wherefore 
the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the 
breach  of  the  said  agreement  and 


promise  of  the  defendant  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned  and 
assigned,  to  wit,  on  the  said  28th 
day  of  September,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1844,  dismissed  and  dis- 
charged the  said  George  Wise 
from  his  said  service  and  employ, 
and  thence  hitherto  refused  and 
declined  to  afford  to  the  said  George 
Wise  board  and  lodging  as  in  the 
said  declaration  alleged,  as  it  was 
lawful  for  him  to  do  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  and  this  the  defendant  is 
ready  to  verify,  &c, 
(Signed)  John  William  Smith. 


660  CASES  AT  NISI  PF' 

1846.  Eeplication  de  injuriA.  .ut  he  aubmitted 

ere  true,  thev  were 

a  8amder$,  for  the  plf  *  -nt's  agreement  by  the 

ings,  ^hat  the  defendant  could 

out  must  resort  to  a  cross 
from  his  dutiM  M  w  ,  insione  v.  Ldnn  {b),  it  was  ex- 

asnitant  for  airer?  ,ddience  of  orders  or  other  acts  of 

for  th  r^        apprentice  would  not  entitle  the  master 

of  dM  day         "O  the  contract  of  apprenticeship ;  and  Mr. 
(hb  laid     ^^yy  there  said,  "The  cases  which  have  been 
»Q  ia  argument,  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  master 
^      ''!^aatf  do  not  apply  to  the  present.    In  the  case  of 
Jl^acices,  a  premium  is  usually  given,  in  consideration 
^iiich  the  master  expressly  contracts  to  instruct  and 
^^^aicain  the  apprentice  during  a  given  term.     The  pre- 
tuum  is  a  consideration  for  the  instruction  and  mainte- 
•lAuce  during  the  entire  term.    Where  the  ordinary  relation 
oi  master  and  servant  subsists,  it  is  a  condition  implied, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  contract,  that  the  master  should 
only  maintain  the  servant  so  long  as  he  continues  to  do 
his  duty  as  servant,  and  the  contract  is  to  endure  for  a 
reasonable  time  if  no  specific  time  be  fixed,  and  is  de- 
terminable by  reasonable  notice.''     Mr.  Justice  Holroyd 
also  founded  his  opinion  on  the  same  grounds,  and  the 
Court  held  that  the  covenants  in  an  indenture  of  ap- 
prenticeship are  not  dependent,  but  mutual  and  inde- 
pendent, entitling  each  party  to  his  remedy  for  a  breach  of 
them. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  plaintifif's  son  that 
he  had  been  apprenticed  to  Dr.  White  of  Tetbury,  and  that 
in  November,  1842,  he  came  to  the  defendant's  house,  and 
that  all  the  time  he  was  with  the  defendant  he  was  a  student 
at  St.  George's  Hospital,  and  part  of  the  time  a  dresser 
there. 

(b)  1  B.&  C.  4r>0,  and  2  D.  &  R.  4G5. 
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IS  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that        1845. 
was  drunk  about  five  times  while  he  was 
'nd  that,  on  some  occasions,  in  conse- 
^'s  son  coming  in  late,  he  desired  the 
[)  the  medicines,  which  the  shop-boy 
,  iind  the  plaintiff's  son  wrote  the  labels  on 
it  appeared  that  when  the  defendant  dismissed 
^.liiintiff^s  son  on  the  28th  of  September,  1844,  the 
latter  had  been  attending  a  lecture  at  St.  George's  Hos- 
pital, and  on  his  return  the  defendant  refused  to  admit 
him  into  his  house,  the  plaintiff's  son  being  then  perfectly 
aober. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J,,  (in  summing  up). — There  is  a  great 
distinction  between  a  contract  of  apprenticeship,  and  a 
contract  with  a  servant.  A  person  has  a  right  to  dismiss 
a  servant  for  misconduct,  but  has  no  right  to  turn  away 
an  apprentice  because  he  misbehaves.  This  is  a  mixed 
case,  something  between  that  of  apprenticeship  and  service. 
The  plaintiff's  son  goes  to  the  defendant  to  render  assist- 
ance to  him  in  his  business,  although  he  is  also  to  pursue 
his  studies ;  and,  as  a  justification  of  his  dismissal,  the  de- 
fendant has  pleaded,  not  that  the  plaintiff's  son  did  not  per- 
form all  things  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  but  that  he  did 
things  injurious  to  the  defendant's  practice,  and  so  mis- 
oondacted  himself  as  to  be  dangerous  to  the  defendant's 
practice  as  a  surgeon.  It  is  proved  beyond  all  doubt  that 
on  some  occasions  the  plaintiff's  son  came  to  the  defend- 
ant's house  intoxicated,  but  I  think  that  that  alone  would 
not  justify  the  defendant  in  dismissing  him.  It  is  also 
proved^  that,  on  several  occasions,  in  consequence  of  the 
plaintiff's  son  coming  home  late,  he  coidd  not  compound 
the  medicines,  and  employed  the  shop-boy  to  do  it.  Now, 
I  think  this  affords  matter  for  serious  consideration,  and 
if  you  think  that,  from  this  conduct  of  the  plaintiff *s  son, 
real  danger  was  occasioned  to  his  master's  business^  you 
ought  to  find  your  verdict  for  the  defendant,  as  the  de- 
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fendant  was  then^  in  my  opinion^  jastified  in  dii 

him. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  Damages  £16. 

Crowder  and  C.  Saunders,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cockbwm,  /.  W.  Smith,  and  G,  M.  Dowduwell,  for  the 
defendant. 

[Attorniea — WaUe,  and  /*•  Ayertt.^ 


Feb.  24.  Beoima  r.  DOUOLAS. 

An  informaiioD  INFORMATION  filed  by  her  Majesty's  Attomey^Ge- 
AuomcySe^*'  neral,  on  the  stat.  88  Geo.  8,  c.  52,  s.  62  (a),  against  thedc- 
°*'**3s°G*'  *  3*  ^^^^^^^>  ^^^  haying  received  money  as  a  gift,  he  being  a 
c.  52,  s.  62,  British  subject,  holding  ofSce  under  the  East  India  Com- 
pany, in  the  East  Indies.  In  one  set  of  counts  the  de- 
fendant was  charged  with  having  received  money  as  gifts 
from  the  Rajah  of  Tanjore,  and,  in  another  set  of  counts, 
from  the  Rajah  of  Poodoocottah.  In  another  set  of  counts, 
the  gifts  were  alleged  to  have  been  received  firom  the  mi- 


against  an  offi- 
cer of  the  East 
India  Com- 
pany, for  re- 
ceiving gifts 
in  India.    A 
mandamus  was 
granted  under 
the  Stat.  IS 
Geo.  3,  c.  63, 
s.  40,  for  the 

examination  of  witnesses  in  the  Supreme  Court  at  Madras.  One  of  the  witnesses  there  gave  in 
evidence  certiun  original  accounts,  copies  of  which  were  returned  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
by  the  Supreme  Court  at  Madras,  with  the  examinations : — Held,  that  on  the  trial  of  the  in- 
formation in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  these  copies  were  not  receirable  in  evidenee,  and 
that  the  Court  at  Madras  should  have  transmitted  the  original  accounts  to  the  Court  of  Qucca's 
Bench. 


(a)  By  which  it  is  enacted,  "that 
the  demanding  or  receiving  any 
sum  of  money,  or  other  valuable 
thing,  as  a  gift  or  present,  or  under 
colour  thereof,  whether  it  be  for 
the  use  of  the  party  receiving  the 
same,  or  for,  or  pretended  to  be  for, 
the  use  of  the  said  company,  or  of 
any  other  person  whatsoever,  by 
any  British  subject,  holding  or  ex- 
ercising any  ofllce  or  eniployment 


under  his  Miges^,  or. the  said 
united  company,  in  the  East  In- 
dieSy  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be  extortion  and  a  misdemeanour 
at  law,  and  shall  be  proceeded 
against  and  punished  as  such,  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  this  act,  and 
the  offender  shall  also  forfeit  to  the 
king's  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, the  whd«  gift  or  preaentn 
receivedi  or  Um  itdl  value  theieot" 
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nlMisM  ot  tKoee  ptttices  aud  biUer  (toiiits ;  and  in  other 
c6atit8  the  nbbiiejy  WBs  stated  to  have  been  received  "  under       r^JJ^ 
cdlotirofbeing'agift/'  ^j.,  , 

Plea— Not  guilty(6).  ^* 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution^  several  of  the  witnessed" 
were  examined  before  the  supreme  court  at  Madras^  by 
viktbe  of  a  mandamus  graHtefd*  under  the  stat^  ISQeb.  8^ 
ClOS,  AT.  40;  and  one  of  the  witnesses^  Bham  Nad  Bhutt^ 
a  native  mfdtihailt  at  Madras^  produced  and  gave  in  evi'^ 
dehce^  at  the  empreme  court  of  Madras^  his  books  of  ac« 
count,  wMch  cbritsdned '  entries  of  some  of  the  payments - 
which  were  the^  subject  of  the  infornbation.     Copies  of  the 
enftries'in  these  books  wertf  returned'  to  the  Court  of 
QueenV  Bench  by  the  strpreme  cbidrt  of  Madras,  toge^ 
ther  with  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses. 

Kelly ^  for  the  defendant. — I  submit  that  copies  of  Bham 
Nad  Bhuttos  books  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  against 
the  present  defendant. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  these  were  copies  of  the  de- 
fendant's own  accounts  they  would  not  be  evidence. 

Thesiger,  S.  G. — I  apprehend  that  copies  are  receivable 
where  circumstances  prevent  the  production  of  the  origi- 
nals. We  have  no  power  to  compel  Bham  Nad  Bhutt  to 
give  up  his  books  for  them  to  be  brought  here.  In  the 
case  of  Alivon  v.  Fkimival{c),  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
syndics  of  a  French'  bankrupt  upoH'an  arbttrd  sentence 
and  ordonnance,  whereby  the  defendant  was  adjudged  to 
pay  the  bankrupt  a  sum  of  money,  it  was  held  that  the 
agreement  of  reference  made  in  France  was  sufSdently 
proved  by  an  examined  copy,  and  the  evidence  of  the  at- 
testing witness,  it  appearing  that  the  original  was  de« 

{h)  As  to  the  trial  of  such  cases       18  Geo.  3,  c.  63,  s.  39. 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  (c)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  277. 

and  as  to  the  venue,  see  the  stat. 

X  x2 
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1845.        posited  with  a  notary  at  Paris  for  safe  custody;  and^  it  being 
-g^j^oisK       ^^  proved  by  M.  Colin^  a  French  advocate^  that  it  is  the. 
*'  established  usage  in  France^  though  it  was  not  a  provision 

of  the  written  law,  not  to  allow  the  removal  of  a  document 
so  deposited. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  evidence  is  not 
receivable.  The  case  of  Ativan  v.  Iktmival  is  not  an  au- : 
thority  for  its  reception,  as  it  was  there  expressly  proved 
that  the  French  law  prevented  the  removal  of  the  docu- 
ment. Here  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  Court,  which  was 
for  this  purpose  a  branch  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
to  take  possession  of  the  document,  and  the  court  in  India 
should  not  withhold  the  original  document,  but  is  bound . 
to  send  all  the  evidence  to  this  court. 

The  evidence  was  rejected. 

Verdict — Guilty,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Theriger,  S.  G.,  Sir  T.  Wilde,  Wlgram,  Clarksm,  W.  F. 
Pollock,  and  Forsyth,  for  the  prosecution. 

Kelly  and  Peacock,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniea — Latrfords,  and  in  person.] 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Kelly  moved,  in  pursuance  of  the 
leave  given,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
Court  granted  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 
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First  Sitting  at  Westminster  in  Hilary  Term,  1845. 

BEFORE    BARON    ROLFB. 


White  v.  Sfettioue.  j^^  j3 

A  ROVER  for  books. — ^Pleas,  Ist,  Not  guilty;  and,  2nd,  Rooks  were 

Not  possessed.  JJJ**^  ^™^^^- 

It  appeared,  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Mote,  that  the  afterwards 

.  .  bought  by  B. 

plaintiff  had  missed  several  volumes  of  the  Statutes  at  who  did  not 
Large,  and  that  the  witness  saw  two  of  the  volumes  in  the  werrstoiVn':— 
window  of  the  defendant's  shop,  at  No.  67,  Chancery-lane,  ^f^*  ^**V  ^' 

^'  '  ^  '    might  main- 

where  the  defendant  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  bookseller,  uin  trover  for 
It  was  forther  proved  by  this  witness,  that,  on  the  plaintiff  b.,  although 
and  the  witness  asking  the  defendant  how  he  came  by  no«cM*o-° 
them,  he  at  once  stated  that  he  had  bought  them  of  a  ^"'^J*  bringing 

'  .  °  the  thief  to 

young  man  seventeen  or  eighteen  years  old ;  and  the  de-  justice. 
fendant  also  produced  another  volume  of  the  Statutes  at 
Large,  which  he  had  also  bought  of  the  same  person.  All 
the  three  books  were  proved  to  be  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  refused  to  give  them  up,  un- 
less the  plaintiff  would  repay  him  what  he  gave  for  them, 
which  plaintiff  would  not  consent  to  do.  It  further  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  had  had  an  articled  clerk,  named 
Williams,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
prosecuted  his  clerk  Williams.  It  was  also  admitted  that 
before  the  commencement  of  the  present  action  the  de- 
fendant had  sold  the  books,  and  that  his  shop  was  not 
within  the  city  of  London. 


CASISS  AT  IKJSl  PB^US. 

MeretoetheTj  for   the  defendant. — ^I  submit   that  the 
^^j^       plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action.     In  the 
«•  case  of  Gimson  v.  WoodJuU  {a),  it  was  held,  by  Lord  Chief 

Spxttiouk. 

Justice  Be$ty  that  if  a  p§^y  has  good  reason  to  believe 
that  his  goods  have  been  stolen,  he  cannot  maintain  trover 
against  the  person  who  bought  them  of  the  supposed  thief, 
unless  he  has  done  everything  in  his  power  to  bring  the 
thief  to  justice.  Here,  the  plaintiff  has  taken  no  step  what- 
ever in  order  to  prosecute  the  thief. 

RoLFE. — It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  derk  of  the 
name  of  Williams,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  stole 
the  books.  It  is  proved  that  the  defendant  said  that  they 
were  sold  to  him  by  a  person  of  the  age  of  seventeen  or 
eighteen,  but  we  h^ve  no  evidence  even  that  WilUi^mB  was 
a  person  of  that  age. 

Merewether.—'The  thief,  in  this  case,  has  not  been  pro- 
secuted,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  to  tj^ve  takes 
any  step  tpwards  prosecifting  him.  In  tiie  case  of  Stone  v. 
Marsh  {b),  money  was  recovered  from  the  partners  of  Mr. 
Fauntleroy,  which  were  the  proceeds  of  sales  of  stock  ob- 
tained by  him  op  forged  powers  of  attorney;  but  there^ 
although  Mr.  Fauntleroy  was  not  prosecuted  ^r  the  par- 
ticular forgery,  which  was  the  subject  of  that  casej  he  I^ld 
been  executed  on  another  charge  q£  the  same  kind,  and 
the  prosecution  was,  therefore,  impossible;  and,  in  the  esse 
of  Peer  v.  Humphrey  (c),  property  feloniously  taken  from 
the  plaintiff  was  sold  by  the  felon  to  the  defendant,  who 
purchased  bon&  fide,  but  not  in  mafl^  ov^;  the  plain- 
tiff gave  notice  of  the  felony  to  the  defendant,  who  after- 
wards sold  the  property  in  market  overt,  after  which  ths 
plaintiff  prosecuted  the  felon  to  conviction,  apd  it  was  hdd 
that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  from  the  defendant  the 
value  of  the  property  in  trover,  but  then  the  plaintiff  had 

(a)  2  C.  &  p.  41.  (b)  6B.&C.  551.  (c)  SjA.  &  fi.  «5. 
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eirtitled  Umself  to  sue  by  having  prosecuted  the  thief  to 
oonviction. 

Jervis. — ^In  the  case  of  Marsh  v.  Keating  (in  error)  (d), 
ft  was  held  that  a  stockholder,  when  stock  has  been  sold 
"^irithout  his  knowledge,  under  a  forged  power  of  attorney, 
flight  sustain  an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
4^ainst  persons  who  held  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  but  who 
liad  ho  privity  or  afhkre  in  the  felonious  act. 


1846. 
White 

SPITTIGUB. 


BoLFB,  B.,  (in  summing  up). — ^If  my  goods  be  stolen, 
ind  the  thief  succeed  in  seUing  them,  not  in  market  overt, 
<t6  a  third  person,  I  can  recover  them  back  by  action 
^i^gaioiBt  vuch  third  person;  but,  if  one  steals  my  goods,  I 
tiknndt  say  to  the  thief  I  will  forego  the  prosecution 
•and  ttite  back  the  goods;  but,  if  the  thief  has  sold  the 
lidods,  not  in  market  overt,  it  never  can  be  that  the  person 
'^ho  has  bought  them  of  the  thief  can  hold  the  goods 
against  the  owner  of  them,  merely  because  somebody  else 
has  committed  a  felony.  If  the  defendant,  in  the  present 
case,  received  the  goods  under  such  circumstances,  as  to 


(d)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  198.  Mr. 
Justice  Park  there  said,  "  It  may 
be  admitted  that  the  civil  remedy 
18  in  all  cases  suspended  by  a 
felony  where  the  act  complained 
of,  which  would  otherwise  have 
given  a  right  of  action  to  the  plain- 
tiff, is  a  felonious  act.  Upon  this 
ground  Mrs.  Keating  would  have 
lost  any  right  of  action  which  she 
could  otherwise  have  had  against 
Fauntleroy  for  the  wrongful  sale  of 
her  stock  without  her  authority,  by 
reason  of  the  felony  committed  by 
biiii,  as  ihe  means  of  selling  the 
iKock ;  but  this  principle  does  not 
«pply  td  the  present  case,  upon  two 
grounds — 1st,  None  of  the  present 
defendants  bad  any  pri  vify  or  share 


whatever  in  the  felonious  act. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  felony  com- 
mitted by  them  in  which  the  civil 
right  arising  against  them,  suppos- 
ing it  to  exist,  can  merge  or  be  sus- 
pended, they  are  innocent  third 
persons.  And,  2ndly,  Fauntleroy, 
the  person  guilty  of  the  forgery,  had 
suffered  the  extreme  penalty  of  the 
law  before  the  action  was  brought ; 
not,  indeed,  for  the  commission  of 
this  particular  forgery,  but  for  an- 
other of  the  same  nature;  and  the 
present  plaintiff  having  given  to  the 
Bank  all  the  means  in  her  power  for 
prosecutitig  tiie  felon,  it  became  im- 
possible, without  any  default  in  her, 
that  he  should  be  prosecuted  and 
punished  for  this  felony.*' 
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1846.  be  himself  gnilty  of  felony,  and  was  a  receiver  of  those 
books,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  this  action  will 
not  lie  against  him ;  but  there  is  here  not  only  no  proof 
that  the  defendant  knew  the  books  to  be  stolen,  but  the 
evidence  is  all  the  other  way,  for  it  is  proved  that  he  put 
the  books  in  his  window,  where  the  owner  saw  them  as  he 
walked  along  the  street;  that  he  at  once  stated  how  he  had 
obtained  them,  and  also  produced  another  book  that  he 
had  bought  of  the  same  person.  With  respect  to  the  sale 
of  the  books  to  the  defendant  I  have  no  hesitation  in  say- 
ing that  a  selling  in  a  shop  not  in  the  city  of  London  is 
not  a  sale  in  market  overt.  In  order  to  alter  the  property 
in  stolen  goods  there  must  be  a  sale  in  market  overt;  and 
in  the  city  of  London  a  particular  custom  prevails,  that 
every  shop  is  market  overt  for  the  purposes  of  the  trade 
carried  on  there.  You  will,  therefore,  have  to  say,  whe- 
ther you  are  satisfied  that  the  defendant  received  these 
books  knowing  them  to  be  stolen.  If  you  are  so  satisfied 
you  will  find  for  the  defendant,  otherwise  for  the  plaintiff. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Jervis  and  Bose,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Merewether,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniee — WhiU,  and  /.  E.  Torre  J] 


Jan.  18.         BEFORE    POLLOCK,    C.    B.,   FARKB,    B.,    ALDER80N,    B.,   AKD 

BOLFE,  B. 

Merewether  applied  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action,  as  he  had  taken 
no  step  towards  bringing  the  thief  to  justice. 
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Pollock,  C.  B. — In  the  case  of  Stone  v.  Marsh  (e),  I  1846. 
endeavoured  to  maintain  the  doctrine  you  are  now  con- 
tending for;  but,  in  that  case,  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
said :  ''There  is  indeed  another  rule  of  the  law  of  England, 
Tiz.  that  a  man  shall  not  be  allowed  to  make  a  felony 
:the  foundation  of  a  civil  action;  not  that  he  shall  not 
maintain  a  civil  action  to  recover  from  a  third  and  inno- 
cent person  that  which  has  been  feloniously  taken  from 
him,  for  this  he  may  do,  if  there  has  not  been  a  sale  in  a 
market  overt,  but  that  he  shall  not  sue  the  felon ;  and  it 
may  be  admitted  that  he  shall  not  sue  others  together 
with  the  felon,  in  a  proceeding  to  which  the  felon  is  a  ne- 
cessary  party,  and  wherein  his  claim  appears  by  his  own 
shewing  to  be  founded  on  the  felony  of  the  defendant : 
this  is  the  whole  extent  of  the  rule.^'  The  case  of  Manh 
V.  Keating  (/)  is  also  an  authority  against  you,  and  that 
was  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

Merewether. — In  those  cases  the  felon  had  been  con- 
victed and  executed. 

Pabke,  B. — You  have  neither  pleadings  to  let  in  this 
defence  nor  facts  to  support  it. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  think  that  you  could  not  give  a  right 
of  retainer  in  evidence  under  these  pleadings ;  but  even  if 
the  plaintiff  were  not  entitled  to  recover  his  property  till 
he  had  prosecuted  the  thief,  there  is  a  conversion  here  by  a 
sale  of  the  books  by  the  defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  rule  of  public  policy,  by  which  a 
person  is  prevented  from  asserting  a  civil  right  in  respect 
of  which  a  felony  has  been  committed,  only  applies  to  cases 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  felon,  or  where  the  felon  is  a 
necessary  party,  but  not  to  cases  where  the  action  is 

(e)  6  B.  &  C.  564.  (/)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  198. 


cASsas  AT  Ktsi  pjonfts^ 

against  a  third  person  who  is  innocent  of  tli^  felonions 
transaction.  Besides  that^  the  defence  sought  to  be  set 
up  in  this  case  is  not  admissible  under  these  pleas. 

Pabke^  B. — ^In  the  first  place,  there  are  no  pleas  to  kft 
in  this  defence.  Secondly,  th^re  is  also  no  evidence  of  the 
felony,  it  bleing  perfectly  consistent  ^th  the  ^dendie  tliit 
the  books  might  have  been  taken  by  a  p^f'Mm  of  XmsouiBfd 
mind ;  and,  thirdly,  tiie  case  of  Stone  v.  Marsh  alnd  MearA 
V.  Keating  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  mle,  thM  a 
plaintiff  must  prosecute  the  person  who  has  stolen  his  go5ft 
before  he  can  bring  an  action  to  {"eoover  th^n,  does  nd 
apply  where  the  action  is  against  a  third  part]^  innocent  cif 
the  felony.  Those  cases  are  subsequent  to  the  ciiMe  of 
Gimeon  v.  ffotH^l  (a). 

Aldebson,  B. — The  case  decided  by  Lord  Chief  Justite 
Best  is  overruled  by  the  subsequent  decisions.  I  think, 
also,  that  these  pleas  do  not  warrant  the  proposed  defence ; 
however,  assuming  that,  under  a  plea  of  not  posseteed,  a 
lien  might  be  given  in  evidence  (as  to  which,  perhaps,  some 
difficulty  might  be  raised)  still  it  would  be  open  to  the 
other  side  to  shew  that  the  lien  had  ceased  to  exist  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion.  The  utmost  extent  of  the  defence 
in  this  case  is,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  retain 
possession  of  the  books  until  the  plaintiff  had  prosecuted 
the  felon ;  and  that  right  to  retain  (assuming  it  to  have 
existed)  must  be  at  an  end  by  the  sale  the  same  as  a  lien 
would  be. 

HoLFE,  B. — I  cannot  agree  to  the  laW  as  laid  down  by 
hotd  Chief  Justice  Best,  in  the  case  of  Gvnsan  v.  fFoo^ffkH 
that  a  plaintiff  is  bound,  in  the  first  instance,  to  do  hit 
duty  to  the  public  by  prosecuting,  and  that,  if  actions  like 
the  one  he  was  then  trjdng  could  be  maintained,  there 

(a)  2  C.  &  P.  41. 
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jirotild  ibe  jqo  more  crimioal  prosecutions.    I  think  the  true        1845. 
Ilrinciple  isj  tibtat  where  a  felony  has  been  committed,  which      ^^„^ 
is  also  a  civil  injury  to  the  party,  that  party  shall  not  be  «• 

p^nnitted  to  seek  redress  for  the  civil  injury,  to  the  pre- 
judice of  public  justice,  and  say,  "  I  waive  the  felony  and 
fme  for  the  conversion/'  I  also  agree  that  the  defend* 
ant  has  not  pleaded  so  as  to  admit  this  defence.  With  re- 
qpect  to  what  I  said  at  the  trial,  that  if  the  defendant  was 
a  guilty  receiver  of  the  books,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the 
verdict,  I  must  retract  that  and  suspend  my  judgment 
on  that  point,  as  I  entertain  some  doubt  whether  I  was 

Bute  refused. 


Hamilton  and  Jackson  t;.  Aston.  jan.  15. 

JUEBT. — ^The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  in  an  action  on 

the  defendant,  on  the  24th  of  January,  1842,  made  his  note^'pr^ble 

promissory  note,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  tlw  o^he  **^"' 

plaintiffs  42/.  16s.  Sd.  on  the  22nd  day  of  January,  1843,  !•««  Mr.  W. 

witn  lawful  interest  thereon.     This  count  then  went  on  to  per  proof  that 

aver,  that  the  sum  of  5/.  16*.  was  due  for  interest  on  the  Jjj*  Se  exfcu- 

note  at  five  per  cent,  from  the  25th  of  January,  1848,  to  ^rs  of  Mr.  w. 

'^                                                                         '' '             '  B.f  la  the  pro- 

the  25th  of  October,  1844.  The  declaration  also  contained  auction  of  the 

a  common  count  for  interest,  and  a  count  upon  an  account  'f  nd  tb? 

stated.    Pleas  to  the  first  count:— 1st,  That  the  defendant  Jentl"^  much 

did  not  make  the  note:  and,  2nd,  That  the  defendant  ©fitaashewg 

that  he  ap- 

made  it  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  with-  pointed  the 

out  consideration.      To  the  second  count  nunquam  inde-  executors;  and 

bitatas.     Beplication  to  the  second  plea,  de  injuria.  evWen ^e^h" 

It  was  opened  by  Huffh  HUl,  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  grant  of  ad. 

the  plaintiffs  were  the  executors  of  the  late  Mr.  William  (annexed  to  the 

Barton,  to  whom  the  defendant  was  indebted  in  the  sum  sufficient  for°* 

of  42/.  16*.  8rf.,  and  that  Mr.  William  Barton  having  died  th"  purpose. 
on  the  22nd  of  January,  the  defsndant  was  applied  to 
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on  the  24tli  of  that  month  on  the  subject  of  the  debt,  when 

he  gave  the  promissory  note  now  sued  on,  which  was  in  this 

form : — 

''Birmingham,  January  24th,  1842. 

''£42:I6:8rf. 

"  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  executors  of  the  late  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Barton,  or  order,  the  sum  of  42/.  16s.  Sd.  for  value 
received,  twelve  months  after  his  death,  with  lawful  in- 
terest for  the  same. 

(Signed)  ''William  Aston,''  (the  defendant). 

The  date  of  Mr.  Barton's  death  would  be  proved,  and 
he  proposed  to  read  the  grant  of  administration  annexed 
to  his  will,  to  shew  that  the  present  plaintiffs  were  his  ex- 
ecutors. 


RoLFE,  B. — ^That  will  not  be  enough ;  unless  you  also 
give  the  probate  in  evidence,  to  shew  that  Mr.  Barton  ap- 
pointed these  plaintiffs  his  executors. 

^  The  defendant's  signature  to  the  note  was  proved ;  and 
it  was  also  proved  that  Mr.  William  Barton  died  on  the 
22nd  of  January,  1842,  and  the  probate  of  his  will  was 
put  in  and  part  of  it  read,  to  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
his  executors. 

Huffh  Hill  cited  the  case  of  Megginson  v.  Harper  {a). 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  322.  In  that  case 
a  testator  had  bequeathed  to  his 
two  daughters  £250  each,  to  be 
paid  when  they  arrived  at  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  and  till  that  period 
the  expenses  of  board,  clothes,  and 
education  to  be  home  and  paid  by 
his  executors.  He  appointed  exe- 
cutors, and  also  trustees,  with  all 
necessary  powers  to  fulfil  the  will. 
At  a  meeting  of  the  trustees  and 
executors,  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
the  testator's  affairs,  the  executors 
paid  over  to  the  trustees,  inter  alia, 


the  sum  of  £500,  to  be  set  apart 
for  the  payment  of  the  legacies  to 
the  daughters  when  they  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one.  Tbb  sum 
was  afterwards  lent  by  the  trustees 
to  the  defendant  on  a  promissory 
note,  by  which  the  defendant  pro- 
mised ''  to  pay  to  the  trustees  act- 
ing under  the  will  of  the  late  Mr. 
William  Brigham,  of  Huggate 
Lodge,  or  their  order,  the  sum  of 
£500,  for  value  received,  with  in* 
terest.'*  It  was  held,  that  a  ptft 
payment  of  principal  and  interest 
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RoLFE,  B. — ^The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs^  for  49/.  5s.  Sd. 

Hugh  mil,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

[Attomies — Ivimef/,  and  W,  H,  Smith,'] 


1845. 
Hamilton 

V, 

Aston. 


to  one  of  tbe  legatees  within  six 
yean  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
and  that  the  surviving  trustee,  the 
other  being  dead,  had  a  right  to 
maintain  an  action  on  the  note; 
and  Baron  Bayley  said, ''  The  note 
on  the  face  of  it  appears  to  be 
given  to  '  the  trustees  acting  under 
the  will  of  tbe  late  Mr.  William 
Brigham/  which  words  call  for  ex- 
planation, as  the  payment  is  to  be 
made  to  them  in  that  capacity. 
You  may  then  look  at  the  will  to 
see  what  the  trusts  are,  and  to  what 
purpose  the  money  is  applicable, 
and  you  may  give  evidence  to  shew 
in  explanation  that  these  legatees, 
Anne  and  Jane  Brigham,  were  tbe 
persons  for  whom  the  trustees  took 
the  note.'* 

In  the  case  of  Cooke  v.  Colehan^ 


K.  B.,  in  error,  2  Str.  1217,  it  was 
held,  that  a  note  payable  to  A.  or 
order,  six  weeks  after  the  death  of 
tbe  defendant's  father,  was  a  pro- 
missory note,  for  there  is  no  contin- 
gency, whereby  it  never  may  be- 
come payable,  but  it  is  only  uncer- 
tain as  to  tbe  time,  which  is  the 
case  of  all  bills  payable  also  many 
days  aAer  sight.  This  decision 
confirmed  that  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  in  the  same  case  in 
which  the  judgment  of  L.  C.  J. 
Willes  is  reported,  Willes,  393. 
But,  in  the  case  of  Branded^  v. 
Baldwin,  2  Str.  1151,  «  a  promis- 
sory note  to  pay  money  within  so 
many  days  after  the  defendant 
should  marry,  was  (on  considera- 
tion) held  not  to  be  a  negotiable 
note  within  tbe  statute." 


CASIRAT  msiiPRffnq; 


Sittififfs  at  Westminster  qfter  HUary  Term,  1845. 

BEPOBB   LORD   CHIET   BABON    POLLOCK. 


Feb.  1.  Machbll  V.  Ellis. 

Theithand      TeOVER  foT  Boolt.  Pleat— l«l,nol  goflty  "byatattttt,-^ 

19th  sections  of  *         o        ^        ^  ' 

the  Stat.  5  &  6  2ndj  that  the  colt  was  on  the  defendant's  land,  danu^" 
(for  preventing  feasant^  and  that  he  took  it  as  a  distress  and  impounded 

cruelty  to  ani-     ;j.  /-\ 
mals),  which       "  V»> 

require  every        It  wBS  Opened  by  Jtrvis,  f6r  the  phdntilt  that  the  pbin^ 

person  who  •  i»  «     >•  •   *         <•  ▼»  •        ^      j^  j  •  • 

shall  impound  tiff  had  a  nght  of  common  on  Hamanlt  forest,  and  m 
^t^^or^anlmai  excrdse  of  that  right,  had  tnmed  on  the  forest  a  two-yeur-- 
in  any  inclosed  qJ^  entire  colt,  this  colt  had,  by  reason  of  the  defectne 

place  to  supply  '  '     .r  . 

it  with  food ;  state  of  thc  defendant's  fences,  got  into  one  of  tbe  defend- 
such  person  to  anf  8  fields,  wluch  was  adjacent  to  the  forest,  and  the  colt 
fo^he^'^ilTof  ^^  ^^^  ^7  ^^^  defendant  as  a  distress  damage  feaaai^ 
the  food,  and     The  defendant  took  the  colt,  a  stallibti,  and  converted  it  into 

direct  notice  of  ,  , 

action  to  be  a  gelding,  and  it  was  clear  law,  that,  if  a  distress  be  mis- 
and  "the  venue  ^^^^  ^7  ^^  distrainer,  he  became  a  trespasser  ab  initia 
to  be  laid  in      Even  working  a  distress  had  been  held  to  be  a  mismeri 

the  proper  °  ' 

county,  &c.,  do  and  SO  no  doubt  was  the  gelding  of  this  colt 

not  apply  to  all         _  .      _  ,  -  .  -  xx   •         u 

catUe  taken  It  was  provcd,  that  the  colt  was  turned  on  JbLainaiilt 

cumstance?'"     foTOst,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  and  evidence  was  given 

but  only  to 

cattle  or  animals  impounded  or  confined  in  cases  where  the  distrainer  had  a  right  to  distrain,  or 

at  least  some  colour  for  it. 

The  Judge  at  a  trial  will  not  take  the  facts  fVom  the  opening  of  the  counsel  on  the  opposite 
side;  therefore,  where  it  was  essential  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  notice  of  action  that  caldc 
should  have  been  distrained,  the  judge  would  not  act  on  the  opening  of  the  plaintiff's  couosel, 
who  stated  that  the  cattle  were  distrained. 

A  horse  of  the  plaintiff  was  confined  in  the  farm-yard  of  the  defendant,  at  a  fiirm  at  which 
he  did  not  reside,  and  the  defendant's  &rm  bailiff,  who  resided  at  this  farm,  directed  the  hont 
to  be  sold  at  a  neighbouring  market,  whether  in  trover  this  is  evidence  of  a  conversion  Iff  (^ 
drfendant,  qtuert, 

(a)  The  second  plea  was  added,  being  at  liberty  to  give  in  evidence 

after  the  cause  was  in  the  paper,  any  answer  to  the  pleas  without 

by  order  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  altering  the  replication, 
upon  the  terms  of  "  the  plaintiff 
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that  it  was  afterwards  confined  in  the  yard  at  the  defend*-  1845. 
ant's  farm,  at  which  the  defendant  did  not  reside,  and  that 
afterwards  it  was,  bj  order  of  the  defendant's  bailifF,  a 
person  named  J07,  who  did  reside  there,  sold  by  auction, 
in  Bomford  market  for  5/.  12«.  to  a  person  named  Wise. 
It  further  appeared,  that>  upon  this  sale.  Wise  had  had  the 
colt  cut  by  a  veterinary  surgeon  named  Sparkes,  but  that 
the  operation  had  been  skillfully  performed,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  intended  that  this  operation  should  have  been 
performed  on  this  colt  about  this  time  by  the  same  vete- 
rinary surgeon. 

It  further  appeared,  that,  after  this,  the  colt  was  again 
in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  subsequently 
died,  in  consequence  of  inflammation  brought  on  by  cut- 
ting, which  the  veterinary  surgeon  stated  would  sometimes 
occur.  There  was  no  evidence  to  connect  the  defendant 
personally  with  any  of  the  facts  before  stated,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  distress,  or  of  how  or  why  the  colt 
came  to  be  put  in  the  yard  at  the  defendant's  farm. 

Wortley,  for  the  defendant. — I  submit,  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  any  conversion  by  the  defendant.  The  colt  is 
seen  on  the  defendant's  farm,  at  which  he  does  not  reside, 
and  it  is  sold  by  order  of  his  bailiff.  This  may  be  evi- 
dence of  a  conversion  by  the  bailiff,  but  certainly  none  of 
a  conversion  by  the  master. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  will  give  you  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit  on  this  point. 

Wortley. — I  have  also  to  ask  your  Lordship  to  direct  a 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  under  stat.  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  59,  ss.  4  and  19.  By  the  former  of  those  sec- 
tions, ^'  every  person  who  shall  impound  or  confine "  any 
cattle  or  animal  is  required  to  provide  it  with  sufficient 
food,  and  is  at  liberty,  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  thereof, 
to jBell the. animal  in  any  public  market,  in  the  manner 
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1845.  there  pointed  out ;  and  bj  the  19th  section  of  the  same 
statute^  all  actions  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that 
act  shall  be  brought  in  the  proper  county^  and  fourteen 
clear  days'  notice  of  action  given^  and  if  this  is  not  done^  a 
verdict  is  to  be  found  for  the  defendant.  Here  the  colt 
was  taken  damage  feasant^  and  sold^  or  at  least  intended 
to  be  sold^  under  the  4th  section  of  this  act. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  is  no  evidence  here  that  this 
colt  was  ever  distrained. 

Wortley. — ^Mr.  Jervis  so  stated  in  his  opening. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  cannot  take  the  facts  from  the  open- 
ing of  counsel.  The  object  of  an  opening  is,  to  give  the 
jury  a  general  notion  of  what  will  be  given  in  evidence,  so 
as  to  enable  them  to  understand  the  evidence  when  it  is 
given. 

Deedes,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  words  of  the  4th  section 
of  the  Stat.  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  69,  are,  *'  that  every  person 
who  shall  impound  or  confine,  or  cause  to  be  impounded 
or  confined,  any  horse,  ass,  or  other  cattle  or  animal,  in  any 
common  pound,  open  pound,  or  close  pound,  or  in  any  incloi' 
ed  place,  shall,  and  he  hereby  is  required ''  to  supply  it 
with  food.  This  colt,  whether  distrained  or  not,  was  cei^ 
tainly  confined  in  an  inclosed  place ;  I  submit,  therefore, 
that  the  person  causing  it  to  be  confined  was  bound  by 
this  act  to  supply  it  with  food,  and  that  the  provisions  of 
the  4th  and  19th  sections,  therefore,  apply. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — Do  you  contend,  that  the  word  ''con- 
fined ''  makes  the  statute  apply  to  all  takings,  under  all 
circumstances  ? 

Deedes.^-AA  the  provisions  were  intended  to  prevent 
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cruelty  to  the  animal^  I  apprehend,  that  there  can  be  no         2g45. 
doubt  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  (a). 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  need  not  call  on  you,  Mr.  Jervis,  to 
answer  this  objection.  The  argument  of  Mr.  Deedes  comes 
to  this,  that  if  a  person  confines  another  person's  cattle,  no 
matter  why,  and  without  any  question  of  impounding,  he 
is  bound  to  supply  food,  and  charge  for  it,  and  at  seven 
days'  end  may  sell  the  cattle.  Anything  so  foreign  to  all 
notions  of  justice  it  is  hard  to  conceive;  but  I  think  that 
the  latter  words  of  the  4th  section,  which  authorizes  one 
justice  of  the  peace,  within  whose  jurisdiction  such  cattle 
or  animal  shall  have  been  ''  so  impounded  and  supplied  with 
food,''  to  enforce  payment  for  it,  and  which  authorizes  the 
sale  of  the  cattle  ''  after  the  expiration  of  seven  clear  days 
from  the  time  of  impounding  the  same,"  shew,  that  it  ap- 
plies to  cases  of  impounding  only ;  and  to  bring  the  case 
within  this  act  of  Parliament,  it  ought  to  be  shewn  that 
the  party  had  a  right  to  distrain,  or  at  least  some  colour 
for  it. 

Wortley  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  summing  up,  intimated  that  he 
thought  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  but  that 
nominal  damages  would  be  sufficient,  unless  the  jury 
thought  that  there  had  been  some  mistreatment  of  the 
colt. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  Damages  5/.  12«. 

Jervis  and  Ogle^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Wortley  and  Deedes,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies — Shoubridge  ^  Co,,  and  Clabon  ^  Son.'] 
(5)  See  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Newland,  9  C.  &  P.  575. 
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First  Sitting  in  Trinity  Term,  1845. 

BEFORE    BA&ON    PARKE. 


May  23. 
By  a  charter 


Harries  v.  Edmonds. 
Assumpsit    upon  a  charterparty.— The    declaration 

^*"u*t  d"hat  ****®^'  ^^^^  ^7  *  charterparty  made  on  the  5th  day  of 
a  Bbip  should  October^  1843^  between  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  of  the  ship 
Limerick  with  Gleaner,  and  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship 
sent^canro'Vnd  ^^l^ould  procccd  to  Limcrick  with  her  then  present  cargo, 
there  take  a      ^ud  deliver  it  there,  and  then  load  about  1100  qoarters  of 

cargo  or  oati 

for  London,  at  oats,  and  procccd  therewith  to  London,  or  some  port  in  the 

sd^a^uaner'  channel :  six  days  were  to  be  allowed  for  loading  at  Idme- 

aUowed'for'"^  ™^*  *^^  ^^^  usual  time  for  discharging  in  London^  if  the 

loading  at  cargo  of  oats  werc  discharged  there,  and  fourteen  days  if 

fore  the  expira-  the  cargo  wcrc  discharged  in  any  port  in  the  British  Chan- 

days.^the*  "*  ^^^'    Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  put  any  cargo  on 

freighter's  board  at  Limcrick :  2nd  count,  upon  an  account  stated. 

agent  offered  i.  «        .  .m 

the  captain  a  Plea,  a  payment  of  £50  into  Court,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
6dfand  said,  ^^  Sustained  no  greater  damages.  Replication,  that  the 
freight'.  b,o-  Pl"°tiff  l^d  sustained  greater  damages. 

ker  would  pay 

The  captain  It  appeared  that  the  ship  Gleaner  had  proceeded  with  a 

anyi*hhigVot  *  cargo  of  coals  to  Limerick,  and  finished  unloading  them 
according  to      there  ou  the  17th  day  of  November,  1843.     It  was  prored 

the  terms  of  the  •',  '  ^ 

charterparty:  that  the  defendant  did  not  put  any  cargo  on  board  the 
aTthe  contract  Gleaner  at  Limerick;  but  it  was  also  proved,  that,  on  the 
been\rokin°by  '^^^  ^^  November,  Messrs.  Mulock  &  Son,  who  acted  for 
the  defendant,   the  plaintiff  at  Limcrick,  had  offered  Captain  Harries,  who 

the  captain  was  •        n    i      ^i  i%  «      -r        i 

not  bound  to  was  the  captam  of  the  Gleaner,  a  cargo  of  oats  for  London, 
offen  but*  that,  **  2*.  6rf.  a  quarter,  and  that,  between  the  6th  and  the 

if  the  contrac 

had  been  broken  by  the  freighter  not  putting  any  cargo  on  board  within  the  lix  days,  it  wouU 
have  been  the  captain'i  duty  to  have  taken  a  cargo  at  the  most  he  could  get,  so  that  the  dama^ 
to  be  paid  by  the  freighter  should  be  reduced  aa  much  as  poeaible. 


Harries 
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15th  of  November^  the  captain  said  he  would  not  take         1945, 
S^.  6d,  a  quarter^  bnt  should  lay  his  lay  days^  and  proceed 
to  London  in  ballast.     It  was  further  proved  by  Mr.  Luke  v. 

Mulock^  that,  on  the  7th  of  November,  when  he  oflfered 
Captain  Harries  the  cargo  of  oats,  at  2s,  6d,  a  quarter,  he 
told  Captain  Harries  that  Mr.  Corneile,  the  defendant's 
broker  at  Limerick,  would  pay  the  difference  between  that 
amount  and  Zs.  Sd, 


Parke,  B. — ^The  28.  M.  a  quarter  was  offered  before  the 
lay  days  had  expired;  and  if,  before  the  lay  days  had 
expired,  the  captain  had  taken  a  freight  at  less  than 
2$.  Scf.,  the  defendant  might  have  said  that  the  captain  had 
broken  his  contract.  If  this  offer  of  2$.  6d.  had  been  made 
after  the  23rd,  when  the  contract  was  broken  by  the  de- 
fendant by  his  not  putting  a  cargo  on  board  within  the 
six  lay  days,  it  would  have  been  the  captain's  duty  to 
have  accepted  it,  to  save  the  defendant  from  as  much 
damage  as  he  could. 

It  was  further  proved,  that  Captain  Harries  had  had  the 
offer  of  a  cargo  at  28,  2d,  a  quarter;  but  that  offer  went 
off  because  the  captain  would  not  consent  to  wait  at  Cowes 
for  orders. 

Parke,  B. — ^That  offer  was  clogged  with  a  condition 
that  he  was  not  bound  to  comply  with.  He  was  not  bound 
to  wait  at  Cowes  for  orders.  It  would  have  been  out  of 
his  way,  though  not  much ;  still  he  was  not  bound  to  go 
out  of  his  way  at  all. 

It  afterwards  appeared,  that  the  offer  at  28.  6d.  had  been 
made  by  Mr.  Quinoran,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  his 
partner,  who  did  not  approve  of  it,  and  that  the  offer  of  a 
cargo  at  28, 2d,  was  made  before  the  23rd  of  November.  It 
was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff's  ship  had  ultimately  taken 

Y  Y  2 
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jg^5^  a  cargo  of  oats  from  Limerick  to  London  at  Is.  9d,  a  qnat> 
ter,  and  he  was  willing  to  allow  that  amount  in  reduction 
of  his  claim. 


Harrxss 
Edmonds. 


Crowder,  for  the  defendant. — It  is  an  unimportant  ques- 
tion whether  the  plaintiff  can  claim  damages^  when  he  was 
offered  a  cargo  at  2s.  Sd.,  and  payment  of  the  difference. 

Farke^  B. — The  offer  of  the  2s.  6d.  comes  to  nothing, 
as  the  proposal  was  only  conditional  on  the  assent  of  Mr. 
Quinoran's  partner,  who  would  not  consent  to  it.  The 
offer  of  the  2s,  2d.  is  clogged  with  the  waiting  for  orders  at 
Cowes.  The  contract  was  broken  by  the  defendant  on  the 
28rd  by  his  not  putting  a  cargo  on  board  within  the  six 
days.  The  plaintiff  is  certainly  entitled  to  damages^  and  the 
question  is  as  to  their  amount.  I  think  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  what  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
paid  minus  what  he  might  have  got.  I  think  that  the 
captain  was  not  bound  to  accept  either  of  the  proposals  at 
the  times  they  were  made^  as  the  defendant  had  six  days  to 
put  the  cargo  on  board,  and  the  contract  was  not  broken 
till  after  the  six  days,  which  was  on  the  23rd  of  Nov^nber. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  Damages,  54/.  2s.  6d. 
above  the  sum  paid  into  Court. 

Jervis  and  Lush,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Crowder  and  F.  V.  Lee,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies— C.  Browne,  and  T.  O.  PkUlpoUi.'} 
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NORFOLK  WINTER  CIRCUIT,  1844. 


SUFFOLK  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE   WILLIAMS. 


Reoina  v.  William  Howell^  Walter  Howell  and 

Shipley. 

AlURDER. — ^The  indictment  charged  the  prisoners  with  a  person,  who 
the  wilful  murder  of  James  M'Fadden,  by  shooting  him.  c"hoiil?  wa- 
The  shooting  was  charged  to  have  been  on  the  29th  day  of  "*°J  °^  '**« 

^  °  ^         29th  of  July,  at 

July,  1844,  and  the  death  of  the  deceased  on  the  30th.         between  twelve 
It  appeared  that  the  deceased,  who  was  a  police  constable,  and  died  at  ' 
received  his  v^ound  betw-en  twelve  and  one  o'clock  of  the  5*5"^^!?.^"*' 

P.M. I  on  tne 

morning  of  Monday,  the  2Dth  of  July,  1844,  and  died  about  30tb.    Almost 

m         -I  immediately 

half-past  nme  on  the  nig  at  of  the  next  day  (Tuesday  the  af\er  being 
80th).    It  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  to  Jljijd,— "  i  am 
rive  in  evidence  statements  made  by  the  deceased  between  ***?*»  \^^  ^ 

®  ^    •'  dying ;"  and 

six  and  seven  o'clock  on  the  evening  of  Tuesday  the  30th.    ^^\  that  he 
It  was  proved  that  the  deceased,  upon  the  night  of  Sun-  desponding 
day,  the  28th  of  July,  1844,  was  watching  the  bam  of  a  !!!« m' t ",1  n elt 

get  oyer  this  ;*' 
and  between 
seven  and  eight  hours  before  his  death  he  took  leave  of  a  child,  saying,  ''  I  shall  never  see  you 
more."  About  three  hours  before  his  death,  it  was  proposed  to  him  that  a  priest  should  be 
fetched,  to  which  he  replied,  **  That  is  not  of  much  use  ;**  and  on  his  then  being  asked  to  see  a 
magistrate,  he  replied,  ''  Not  yet :"  upon  this  he  made  a  statement.  It  was  proved  by  a  Roman 
Catholic  priest  that,  if  a  Roman  Catholic  wishes  to  make  his  peace  with  God,  he  usually  sends 
for  a  prieiit  to  receive  extreme  unction,  having  previously  made  confession  and  received  the 
communion,  but  that  extreme  unction  is  not  deemed  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  essential  to 
salvation  i^^Held,  that  the  statement  was  receivable  in  evidence  as  a  declaration  m  artieuh 
mortia. 
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person  named  Marr  Button,  and  tliat  fife  men^  indading 
the  three  prisoners,  came  and  broke  into  the  bam,  and 
were  retreating  with  their  booty,  when  the  deceased  fdl 
in  with  them,  and  was  shot  by  a  gon^  which,  by  the  me- 
dical testimony,  mnst  hare  been  Tery  near  to  him,  and  was 
loaded  with  shot  aboTC  the  ordinary  size,  which  nearly  went 
through  his  thigh,  the  wound  being  about  the  middle  of 
the  thigh,  in  front,  and  two  shots  (produced)  having  been 
extracted  from  the  back  part.  The  deceased  fell  instantty; 
and  was  never  able  to  stand  :  he  contrived,  however,  with 
great  difficulty,  to  crawl  from  the  spot  to  the  house  of  the 
said  Mary  Button  {"  three  or  four  minutes'  walk '')  to  gife 
an  alarm.  Upon  Mary  Button  appearing  at  the  window, 
the  deceased  said, — "I  am  shot;  I  am  dying/'  Upon  being 
helped  into  the  house  and  laid  upon  a  bed,  he  repeated 
several  times  that  he  was  dying,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  the  same  witness,  and  wished  a  doctor  to  be  sent  for. 
He  was  in  very  great  pain,  and  complained  much.  Be- 
tween one  and  two  (Monday  morning)  Samuel  Smith 
came,  he  being  the  first  medical  man  who  saw  the  deceased. 
His  testimony  was,  "  that  the  deceased  was  then  in  a  wesk 
faint  state ;  he  was  suffering  very  acutely ;  he  spoke  veiy 
little ;  he  never  rallied  from  that  weak  state.'' 

The  deceased  was  removed  to  his  lodgings  about  a  mile 
distant,  and  between  four  and  five  (Monday  morning)  hii 
wound  was  dressed ;  about  that  time  (the  witness  was  not 
sure  whether  before  or  after)  the  deceased  said, — "  O  dear, 
doctor !  I  will  never  get  over  this."    To  which  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  doctor  made  any  observation.     This  wit- 
ness last  saw  the  deceased  between  four  and  five  on  Monday 
afternoon,  and  his  evidence  as  to  that  time  was,  "  he  was 
no  better ;  I  said  very  little  to  the  deceased ;  he  did  not 
seem  less  desponding"    The  surgeon  (John  Prentice)  who 
saw  the  deceased  from  time  to  time,  till  within  an  hour  of 
his  death,  from  between  two  and  three  of  Monday  momingt 
said,  that,  upon  his  first  coming  to  him,  he  accosted  him,-- 
"  Mac,  how  are  you  ?  "  deceased  replied,  "  O  doctor,  I  will 
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neyer  get  over  this/'  The  doctor  endeavoured  to  cheer  him^  1545^ 
and  said^  "  Mac,  I  hope  we  shall  see  you  out  again/'  The 
deceased  said  nothing,  but  shook  his  head,  and  the  witness 
added,  that  he  did  not  seem  at  all  cheered  by  the  hope 
expressed.  This  witness  having  described  the  wound  sub- 
stantially, as  above  stated,  added,  "  that  he  appeared  to  have 
received  a  severe  shock  to  the  nervous  system,  and  that  he 
never  rallied  from  it.''  This  witness  further  stated,  that, 
upon  his  first  visit,  he  staid  with  the  deceased  two  oi:  three 
hours,  and  that,  during  the  course  of  it  (he  could  not  say 
precisely  when),  the  decea9e(}  ag:ain  said  ''  O  doctor,  I  will 
never  get  over  this ;"  and  added,  that  he  seemed  in  a  d^- 
sporuUnff  state."  It  appeared  that  this  witness  saw  the 
deceased  again  between  four  and  five  of  Monday  afternoon, 
when  "  he  was  not  materially  worse,"  and  then  told  him 
''  that  he  hoped  he  would  get  better ;"  but  added,  that  this 
remark  "  did  not  appear  to  raise  him  in  cheerfulness." 
After  this,  though  the  witness  continued  to  see  the  de- 
ceased till  near  his  death,  (as  above  mentioned),  he  had  no 
recollection  of  anything  said  by  him  to  deceased,  or  by  de« 
ccj^aed  to  him.  About  eleven  on  Tuesday  morning  he 
observed  that  fatal  symptoms  had  come  on,  and  had  no 
hopes  whatever  of  recovery ;  at  that  time  part  of  his  de* 
scription  of  the  deceased  was,  "  that  his  spirits  were  much 
depressed." 

The  learned  Judge  desired  this  witness  to  explain  what  he 
meant  by  the  word  "  desponding,"  and,  in  answer  to  ques- 
tions put  by  his  Lordship,  the  witness's  answers  were  as 
follows : — "  When  I  said,  '  Mac,  I  hope  we  shall  see  you  out 
again,'  he  shook  his  head  in  a  very  desponding  way ;  I 
collected  from  it  that  he  thought  he  should  never  rally 
again.  This  was  my  impression  at  the  time."  "  From  his 
speech  and  manner,  the  deceased  convinced  me  that  he 
thought  he  should  not  recover.  He  was  not  a  person  of 
low  spirits,  but  of  firm  mind." 

This  further  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  state  of  mind 
of  the  deceased.     Mary  Julien,  with  whom  the  deceased 
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1845.        lodged^  came  into  his  room  after  the  fatal  symptoms  had 
appeared,  viz.  about  one  on  Tuesday  afternoon^  when  he 
said^  *'  Mother  (so  he  used  to  call  her),  I  shall  never  be  well 
more/'    To  which  she  replied^  "  My  dear,  you  have  nothing 
to  do  but  to  pray  to  Grod  to  save  your  soul.''     She  added 
that  the  deceased  '^  said  nothing  to  that,  but  seemed  as  if 
he  was  going  to  expire,  as  if  he  had  not  power  to  speak." 
About  two  o'clock  on  the  same  afternoon,  Harriet  Dean, 
the  wife  of  fin  inspector  of  police,  intimate  with  deceased, 
went  to  see  him :  she  said,  "  He  shook  hands  with  me,  and 
I  said,  '  O  Mac,  I  am  sorry  to  see  this.'"     He  said,  *'  Yes, 
Mrs.,  this  will  finish  me."    Whereupon  an  infant  child  of 
this  witness,  which  had  been  left  below  stairs,  was  brought 
to  the  bedside,  when  the  deceased  took  the  child  by  the 
hand  and  said,  ''  My  dear  little  boy,  I  shall  never  see  yon 
more."     James  Lark,  inspector  of  police,  said  that  he  saw 
the  deceased  between  ten  and  twelve  of  the  Tuesday,  and 
found  him  "  in  a  very  weak  state,"  but  then  had  no  con- 
versation with  him.     He  then  added,  that  he  saw  deceased 
again  in  the  first  part  of  the  afternoon  (the  time  was  not 
more  nearly  fixed)  and  had  some  conversation  with  him. 
The  witness  told  him,  ''  that  he  would  be  provided  for,  not 
only  in  the  present  case,  but  also,  if  he  should  be  lame,  for 
life."  He  said, ''It's  of  no  use,  I  sha'n't  want  it."  What  was 
said  about  providing  for  him  did  not  appear  to  cheer  him. 
This  witness  then  proceeded  as  follows : — "  Towards  six  or 
seven  (Tuesday),  I  cannot  speak  positively,  I  helped  him 
out  of  bed  to  make  water,  I  gave  him  a  chamber-pot,  and 
he  endeavoured  to  pass  water;  after  severe  pain  and  struggle 
he  did,  but  it  was  chiefly  blood.    I  supposed  he  saw  it,  be- 
cause he  made  a  motion  to  put  the  chamber-pot  aside ;  he 
rested  his  head  upon  my  shoulder,  and  said,  '  It  is  all  up 
with  me.'    I  then  lifted  him  into  bed  again."   This  witness 
added,  that  he  said  to  the  deceased  (in  what  part  of  the 
conversation  did  not  distinctly  appear),  "  You  are  very 
severely  wounded,  and  I  believe  mortally  so."     "  He  said 
nothing,  but  slightly  grasped  my  hand.**    The  witness  then 
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proceeded  thus : — "  I  waited  a  little  time  after  he  got  into  1345^ 
bed  (after  making  the  bloody  water  as  above  stated)  to  let 
him  recover  himself,  he  having  been  hurried  by  getting 
opj"  and  then  began  the  conversation  which  was  proposed 
to  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  declaration  in  articulo  mortis* 
The  witness  said^  ''  that  the  deceased  was  very  serious  at 
this  time^  and  appeared  to  be  sinking  very  fast ;  his  man- 
ner was  that  of  a  man  in  a  dying  state.  The  conversation 
lasted  till  near  seven  o'clock.'^  Soon  after  this  was  over, 
the  same  witness  (Lark)  proposed  to  fetch  a  priest,  to  which 
deceased  replied,  '*  Tha^s  not  of  much  use.'*  Witness  then 
said,  '^  Have  you  any  objection  to  make  a  deposition  to  a 
magistrate  V  Deceased  said,  "  No."  Witness  said,  "  Mr. 
Clark  (a  magistrate)  is  in  the  other  room."  Deceased  said, 
''  Not  yet."  It  was  not  shewn  that  deceased  spoke  after ; 
''he  then  seemed  very  much  suffering."  The  deceased 
was  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  the  Rev.  Henry  Bingham  (a 
Catholic  priest)  gave  the  following  evidence  : — ''  If  a  Roman 
Catholic  wishes  to  make  his  peace  with  Grod,  he  usually 
sends  for  a  priest  to  receive  extreme  unction^  having  pre- 
viously made  confession  and  received  the  holy  communion, 
if  there  be  time.  Except  he  be  dead  to  all  sense  of  religion, 
a  person,  thinking  himself  upon  the  point  of  death,  would 
send  for  a  priest.  There  are,  of  course,  different  degrees 
of  seriousness  and  devotion  in  our  Church  as  in  every  other, 
but  people  who  may  generally  have  neglected  the  ordi- 
nances, invariably  send  for  a  priest.  Extreme  unction  is 
not  deemed  by  our  Church  necessary  for  salvation ;  but  if 
a  priest  were  at  hand,  and  offered  his  services,  and  a  per* 
son  at  the  point  of  death  refused  them,  I  should  say  he 
was  no  Catholic,  or  not  in  the  way  of  salvation.  Attending 
Protestant  places  of  worship  is  considered  to  be  a  proof  of 
a  lax  Catholic."  It  was  proved,  that  the  nearest  place 
where  a  Catholic  priest  resided  was  fourteen  or  fifteen 
miles  from  where  the  deceased  was  lying ;  and  that  he 
(deceased)  had  attended  the  parish  church  and  an  Inde- 


Hainrigfc,  ■mctiian  opcCy  thare  benig 
IB  tkc  MgWwiiiflioodL 

aJKdky,  fv  tke  pritcmera,  objected  tbiit 
to  Ae  vitaeH  Luk  was  not  reeeifmble 
m  mrhado  wwrtu,  at  it  did 
at  the  time  when  be  made  it^ 
rfnaeoieiT,  and  in  eipertatJim  ofafanoit 
;  and  that  it  appealed  firom  his  d»> 
to  have  a  prieit  nt  for,  and  hit  repl^  of '^  Not  yet*' 
to  the  efcr  ef  «ging  a  magi&fTate  thcwed,  that  the  deeeated 
did  not  conmder  himadf  a  drin^  man. 


Wninwij  J. — ^I  dttD  reeeire  the  eridence^  and  retonre 
for  the  coosidcfation  of  the  jodget. 


Ihe  statement  made  bj  the  deoeaaed  to  the  witnest  Luk 
given  in  evidcneey  and  it  went  to  thew  that  the  pi* 
WiBiam  Howell  had  fiied  the  shot  by  which  the 

vaskilkd. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Gwrdomy  for  the  prosecatioo. 

PremdergmMi  and  (yjlaUejf,  for  the  prisoners. 

[Attoraic»— Awfon,  and  Galiwortfy.^ 


BirOEl    LOED   DINMAX,  C.  J.;    POLLOCK^  C.  B. ; 
ALOSmSOX,  B.j  PATTKSON^  J.;  WILLIAMS^  J.; 


DEB  LOED  DBNMAX,  C.J.;  POLLOCK^  C.  B. ;  PARKB^  B.J 
ALOEESOX,  B.;  PATTESON^  J.;  WILLIAMS^  J.;  COLEEIDGBi 
J.;  COLTMAX,  J.;  XAULB^  J.;  EOLFB^  B. ;  WIOHTMAN^  J.; 
CEESSWELL,  J. ;  AXD  EELB,  J. 


Prtndergoitf  for  the  prisoners. — I  submit  that  the  state- 
ment made  by  the  deceased  was  not  receivable  in  evidence. 
The  reception  in  evidence  of  dying  declarations  is  in  all 
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cases  contrary  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidencei  and  they  1945. 
are  a  remain  of  the  loose  kind  of  evidence  which  nsed  to  be 
received^  and  being  so,  the  rules  as  to  their  reception  ought 
rather  to  be  restricted  than  enlarged.  In  Mr.  Greaves's 
edition  of  Russell  on  Crimes  (a),  it  is  laid  down,  that  ''  the 
general  principle  on  which  this  species  of  evidence  is  ad- 
mitted is,  that  they  are  declarations  made  in  extremity, 
when  the  party  is  at  the  point  of  death,  and  when  every 
hope  in  this  world  is  gone,  when  every  motive  to  falsehood 
is  silenced,  and  the  mind  is  induced,  by  the  most  powerful 
considerations,  to  speak  the  truth;  a  situation  so  solemn 
and  so  awful  is  considered  by  the  law  as  creating  an  obli- 
gation equal  to  that  which  is  imposed  by  a  positive  oath 
administered  in  a  court  of  justice.^'  For  this  principle  Wood' 
eock^s  ca8e[b)  is  cited.  It  appears  also  from  the  authorities, 
that,  to  render  a  declaration  of  this  kind  admissible,  it  must 
be  made  not  only  under  an  apprehension  of  approaching 
death,  but  with  an  exclusion  of  all  hope  of  recovery.  In 
the  present  case,  no  medical  man  told  the  deceased  that 
his  recovery  was  hopeless. 

Cress  WELL,  J. — The  man  himself  says,  that  he  shall 
not  get  over  it,  and  when  the  surgeon  says  that  he  hopes 
to  see  him  about  again,  the  man  shakes  his  head. 

Prendergtut. — The  expressions  used  by  the  deceased 
were  such  as  fall  from  many  sick  men  who  recover  very 
soon.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Van  Butchell  (c),  it  was  held, 
that,  in  order  to  render  a  declaration  of  this  kind  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  it  must  have  been  made  under  an  im- 
pression of  '^  almost  immediate  dissolution,'^  and  that  it 
was  not  enough,  that  the  deceased  should  have  thought 
that  he  should  ultimately  never  recover.  The  deceased,  in 
the  present  instance,  was  an  Irishman,  and  Irishmen  often 
use  stronger  expressions  than  the  case  will  warrant.    Soon 

'^  Vol.  2,  p.  752.  (h)  1  Leach,  600.  (c)  3  C.  &  P.  629. 
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1845.        mfter  he  was  shot,  the  deceased  said,  ''I  am  dying;  send 
^^7     "      ^^'  ^  doctor; ''  by  which  he  meant,  that  he  did  not  think 
he  was  dying,  bnt  only  that  he  was  mnch  hurt ;  and  the 
wish  for  a  medical  man  to  be  sent  for  shewed  that  he 
hoped  to  recover,  and  hoped  that  he  should  not  die. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  that  yoo  are  putting  it  too 
strongly.  A  man  might  think  he  was  dying,  and  yet 
might  say, ''  Send  for  a  doctor  to  try  to  diminish  my 
pain.' 

Pnndergagt. — In  the  case  of  Bex  v.  SpUsbury  (d),  it  was 
laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  that,  in  cases  of  thii 
kind,  the  judge  would  consider  whether  the  conduct  of 
the  deceased  was  that  of  a  dying  person,  such  as,  whether 
he  gave  directions   as  to  his  funeral,  his  will,  and  the 
like,  and  not  merely  the  expressions  he  used  as  to  whether 
he  thought  he  should,  or  should  not,  recover.     In  the  pre- 
sent case,  if  the  deceased  had  thought  he  was  really  dying, 
there  would  have  been  some  evidence  of  acts  done,  shew- 
ing that  he  feared  impending  death.     The  deceased  makes 
no  allusion  to  his  funeral,  takes  no  steps  towards  disposing 
of  his  property,  takes  no  farewell  of  his  friends,  and  though 
he  tells  a  child  he  shall  never  see  him  again,  this  is  not 
at  all  equivalent  to  a  man  taking  leave  of  his  friends, 
when  he  feels  that  he  is  going  to  leave  them  for  ever ; 
and  he,  being  a  Roman  Catholic,  also  declines  to  see  a 
priest,  and  puts  aside  the  proposal  to  make  a  statement  to 
a  magistrate,  by  the  answer,  "  Not  yet.*'  Would  a  Bomaa 
Catholic,  who  thought  that  death  was  impending,  refuse 
the  assistance  of  a  priest?     Roman  Catholics  attach  great 
importance  to  confession  and  absolution,  and  if  the  de- 
ceased had  really  thought  that  he  had  been  dying,  he 
would  also   have  wished  for  the  sacrament  of  extreme 
unction.    With  regard  to  the  feelings  of  Roman  Catholics 

(d)  7  C.  &  P.  187. 
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on  this  subject^  I  will  cite  a  passage  from  the  writings  of  1345. 
the  Right  Roy.  Dr.  Challoner  {e),  who^  in  treating  of  the 
sacrament  of  extreme  unction^  says: — ^' First,  it  remits 
sins,  at  least  such  as  are  venial,  for  mortal  or  deadly  sins 
must  be  remitted  before  receiving  extreme  unction  by  the 
sacrament  of  penance  and  confession;  secondly,  it  heals  the 
soul  of  her  infirmity  and  weakness,  and  a  certain  propen- 
sity to  sin  contracted  by  former  sins,  which  are  apt  to  remain 
in  the  soul  as  the  unhappy  relics  of  sin,  and  it  helps  to  re- 
move something  of  the  debt  of  punishment  due  to  past  sins ; 
thirdly,  it  imparts  strength  to  the  soul  to  bear  more  easily 
the  illness  of  the  body,  and  arms  her  against  the  attempts 
of  her  spiritual  enemies ;  fourthly,  if  it  be  expedient  for 
the  good  of  the  soul,  it  often  restores  the  health  of  the 
body/'  However,  the  deceased  was  evidently  clinging  to 
the  hope  of  life,  and  was  unwilling  to  do  any  act  which 
shewed  he  was  about  to  die;  and,  acting  as  he  did,  he  could 
not  have  thought  himself  in  articulo  mortis. 

Alderson,  B. — I  do  not  apprehend  that  it  is  necessary 
that  the  person  should  think  himself  in  articulo  mortis,  if 
by  that  is  meant  that  he  should  think  that  he  was  in  the 
act  of  dying,  which  is  what  I  understand  by  the  phrase  in 
articulo  mortis. 

Prendergast. — If  a  person  had  an  injury  of  the  lungs 
from  which  bethought  he  should  not  recover,  yet,  if  he  did 
not  apprehend  almost  immediate  dissolution,  but  thought 
he  might  live  three  or  six  months,  his  declarations  would 
not  be  receivable  in  evidence. 

Alderson,  B. — In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  MosUy  (/),  the 
deceased  said  that  he  thought  he  should  not  Uve  many 
days. 

Prendergast, — In  the  present  case,  the  deceased  did  not 

(e)  The  Catholic  Christian  Instructed,  p.  151.        ( /)  1  M.  C.  C.  97. 
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1845.  ^7  that  he  expected  to  die  in  a  few  days,  but  that  he  should 
never  get  over  it,  and  in  Mosley's  case,  the  deceased  ne? er 
wished  for  any  medical  assistance ;  and  the  cases  I  have 
cited  are  later  than  the  decision  in  that  case.  In  the  case 
of  Regina  v.  Megton  (g),  the  deceased  said  that  she  had  been 
in  hopes  she  should  have  got  better,  but,  as  she  was  getting 
worse,  she  thought  it  her- duty  to  mention  what  had  taken 
place ;  and  there  her  declarations  were  rejected. 

BoLFB,  B. — In  that  case  there  had  been  a  rape  on  the 
person  of  the  deceased,  audit  was  extremely  doubtful  whe- 
ther she  thought  that  she  was  dying,  or  even  that  she  wsi 
very  seriously  injured. 

Prendergast — ^As  the  deceased,  in  the  present  case,  did 
none  of  those  acts  which  a  dying  man  would  do,  postponed 
making  a  deposition  before  a  magistrate,  by  his  answer 
''  Not  yet,^^  and  refused  the  offices  of  his  religion  when  thej 
were  proposed  to  him,  I  trust  that  your  Lordships  will  see 
that  the  deceased  could  not  reconcile  himself  to  death,  and 
still  clung  to  a  hope  of  remaining  in  this  world,  and  thst 
his  declaration  therefore  ought  not  to  have  been  received  in 
evidence. 

Lord  D£NMAN,C.  J. — Mr.  Gurdon,  we  ought  not  to  hear 
you.  After  the  very  learned  and  ingenious  argument  that 
has  been  addressed  to  us,  we  think  that  there  is  no  ground 
for  saying  that  this  evidence  was  not  receivable.  There 
was  danger,  and  the  deceased  was  told  so.  And  there  is 
abundant  evidence  that  he  had  no  hope  of  recovery. 

Gurdan,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  heard. 

The  Judges  unanimously  held  tbe 
conviction  right. 

(j)  9C.&  P.  418. 
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1845. 


HOME  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  1845. 


BEFORE   LORD   DENMAN,   C.  J.^    AND   BARON  ALDEE80N. 


MAIDSTONE  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    BARON    ALDERSON. 


Reoina  V,  Edward  Spicer.  March  12M. 

OHEEP-STEALING. — ^The  indictment  was  in  the  usual  On  the  trial  of 
form,  and  charged  the  prisoner  with  stealing '' one  sheep/'  fiTrsteaHng"' 
the  property  of  Frankly  Belsey,  on  the  6th  of  January,  ''^^^  ^J"P" 

1845.  witnesses  stated 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  to  be  doubtful  whether  a  sheep,  others 
the  animal  taken  was  a  sheep  or  a  lamb.     It  was  between  J^ig^etween 
nine  and  twelve  months  old,  and  some  of  the  witnesses  "'"« and  twelve 

months  old,  and 

stsidd  it  to  be  a  sheep,  and  others  a  lamb.     It  was  clearly  the  jury  who 
jnroyed  that  the  prisoner  stole  it.  prisoner  found, 

that,  in  com- 
mon parlance, 

BaUaniine,  for  the  prisoner,  addressed  the  jury  on  the  according  to 
question  whether  it  was  a  sheep  or  a  lamb.  of  describing 

such  animals,  it 
would  be  called 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  stated,  in  an-  Ji'"**:  ^^^ 
swer  to  questions  put  to  them  by  Alderson,  B.,  that,  in  held  the  con- 
common  parlance,  according  to  the  usual  mode  of  describ-  the  word^  ' 
ing  such  animals  in  the  country,  it  would  be  called  a  IVnenli.'' ^*^°* 
lamb. 

Alderson,  B.,  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
fifteen  judges. 
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1845  Horfif  for  the  prosecution. 

BcMantiney  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attorniea — Lee^  and  Rickardioti.'] 


In  the  ensuing  term^  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
judges^  who  held  the  conviction  right;  the  word  ''  sheep'' 
being  general. 


LEWES  ASSIZES. 
{Crown  Side). 

BEFORE   LORD   DENMAN,    C.   J. 


March  19M.  RSGINA  V.  J  AMES  SmITH. 


F. 


A  forged  paper  JC  ORGERY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  uttering  a 
lowing  form  :-^  forgcd  Warrant  for  the  payment  of  money,  with  intent  to 
Pay°to*my  ^°*  dcfraud  "Gcorgc  Molineux  and  others/'  who  were  bankers, 
order,  two  The  case  was  completely  proved,  if  the  writing  uttered 

date,  to  Mr.       was  properly  described  as  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of 

J.  S.,  the  sum 

of  £80,  and      money. 

deduct  the  It  was  in  the  following  terms:— 

same  out  ot  my  ^ 

account."      It       ,,m     -%r   f  t%    r^ 

was  not  signed,       To  MouneUX  &  Co. 

but  across  it  • 

was  written,  m 

"Accepted,  wp^y    ^    jjjjy    order,       J    two  months   after  date, 

Lulce  Lade;*'  "^  "^  ,  --T 

and  at  the  back  to  Mr.  Johu  Smith,  the    "^  ^    sum  of  eighty   pounds, 
addrwrofT  s.  aiid  deduct  the  same  out    ^^    of  my  account. 

M.&Co.  were   ajg80     Q     0."  § 

bankers,  and  ^ 

Luke  Lade 

kept  cash  with  them: — Heldt  that  this  paper  was  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money,  as,  if  ge- 
nuine, it  would  have  been  a  warrant  from  Luke  Lade  to  the  bankers  to  pay  the  money  to  J.  S. 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the  fif- 
teen judges^  who  held  the  conviction  rights  their  lord- 
ships being  of  opinion  that  the  paper  was  a  warrant  from 
Luke  Lade  to  the  bankers  to  pay  to  John  Smithy  and^  if 
genuine,  would  have  been  a  warrant  to  the  bankers  to  pay 
the  money  {e). 

(a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  362.  (d)  Law  Times  of  March,  1844. 

(6)  C.  &  Mar.  206.  (e)  See  the  case  of  Regina  v. 

(c)  8  C.  P.  582.  Firian,  post,  p.  719. 
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The  paper  did  not  bear  any  signature,  but  on  the  back         \M5, 
of  it  was  written, 

''  John  Smith, 
"  Parmer, 

^'  Hailsham, 

"  Sussex.'' 
It  was  proved  that  John  Smith  was  a  farmer  atHailsham, 
but  that  he  was  not  a  customer  of  the  bankers,  Messrs. 
Molineux  &  Co.,  but  that  Luke  Lade  was  a  customer  of  that 
firm,  and  kept  money  with  them. 

Clarkamj  for  the  prisoner,  submitted,  that  the  paper  was 
not  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money,  and  cited  the 
cases  oi  Regina  v.  Barileti  (a),  Regina  v.  Thorn  {b),  Regina 
v.  Crooke  (c),  and  Regina y.  Hustey  {d). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  reserved  the  point  for  the  opinion 

of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

J,  J.  Johnson,  for  the  prosecution. 
Clarkson,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — KeU  and  Briggs,"] 


VOL.    I.  Z  Z  N.  P. 


GASES  ON  THE 


KINGSTON  ASSIZES. 
{CivU  Side). 

BEFORB    BABON    ALIYBBSON. 


OlRDLEBTONE  t;.  M'GoWBAN  BOd  PbOCTEB. 

defcndanu  **"*  RePLEVIN  foT  taking  the  plainer s  goods  and  chattdt. 
made  cogni-  There  Were  two  cognizances.  The  first  was  in  the  ordinaiy 
L  bailiffs  of  A.  form,  for  a  distress  for  rent,  issuing  ont  of  the  locos  in  quo, 
?y,^af  baUiffs  of  ^  ^^iUffs  to  Jamcs  and  Francis  M*Gowran.  The  second 
A.:— Held,       cognizance  stated,  that  the  corporation  of  London  demised 

that  B.  was  not        °  '  ,  ^ 

a  competent  the  locus  in  quo,  with  other  lands,  at  a  yearly  rent,  to  W. 
defending  to  Hadnutt,  for  sixty-onc  years,  who  assigned  his  term  to  T. 
sustain  the        M'Qowran  deceased,  who,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  the  locos 

second  cogm-  j  j     ^  ?       i 

sance,  though  in  quo,  subjcct  to  the  entire  rent,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  be- 

gave  no  evi-  qucathed  the  rest  of  the  demised  premises  to  certain  other 

fa^in^the^firaV  persons,  and  that  the  testator  directed,  that,  in  case  the  rent 

cogni«ance,and  ghould  be  left  in  arrcar,  and  the  legatees  of  the  residue  <rf 

offered  to  ^  *  o 

abandon  it.        the  demised  premises,  or  their  assigns,  should  pay  the  rents 

to  the  corporation,  they  should  have  the  same  remedy  by 
distress  upon  the  locus  in  quo  as  a  landlord  for  rent. 

This  cognizance  then  proceeded  to  trace  the  title  to  the 
residue  of  the  demised  premises  to  James  M'Gowran,  and 
stated,  that  rent  had  become  due  to  the  corporation,  whidi 
James  M^Gowran  had  been  obliged  to  pay,  and  justified 
the  distress,  under  the  power  in  the  will,  upon  the  locos  in 
quo,  for  the  amount  so  paid  to  the  corporation  by  Jamei 
M'Gowran. 

Francis  M^Gowran's  name  was  not  mentioned  in  the 
second  cognizance. 

Pleas  in  bar,  traversing  the  allegations  in  the  cogni- 
zances, and  putting  in  issue,  amongst  other  facts,  the  par- 
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mcnt  of  rent  by  Francis  M^Gowran  to  the  corporation  of        1345. 
London,  npon  which  issues  were  joined.  ^  """""^     ' 

No  evidence  was  offered  to  sustain  the  first  cognisance,  v. 

and  the  case  turned  entirely  upon  the  second ;  and  upon  a 
difficulty  arising  as  to  the  proof  of  payment  of  the  rent  by 
James  M^Gowan  to  the  corporation  of  London,  a  fact  not 
in  issue  upon  the  pleadings  to  the  first  cogniEanoe, 

PeieTBdorffy  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  call  Francis 
M'Gowran  to  prove  the  payment. 

£.  James  and  Lmhy  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the 
reception  of  his  evidence,  on  the  ground  of  incompetency 
firom  interest.  Persons  under  whom  cognizance  is  made 
in  rq[>levin  are  not  admissible  witnesses  for  the  defendant. 
They  are  directly  interested  in  the  result  of  the  cause. 
Lord  Denman's  Act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  makes  no  difference 
in  this  respect,  for  it  expressly  excepts  '^  the  landlord  or 
other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendants  in  replevin 
may  make  cognizance." 

Petersdorff  and  WtUea,  for  the  defendants. — ^The  witness 
is  tendered  in  support  of  the  second  cognizance,  in  which 
he  is  not  mentioned,  and  in  the  result  of  which  he  has  no 
interest.  The  defendant  will  consent  to  abandon  the  first 
cognizance,  and  let  the  plaintiff  succeed  upon  it.  This 
will  remove  any  objection  on  the  score  of  interest.  Lord 
Denman^s  Act  does  not  create  a  new  incompetency  in  a 
party  so  situate,  and  the  reasons  for  exclusion  will  be  re- 
moved by  abandoning  the  only  cognizance  in  which  the 
witness  can  possibly  have  any  interest. 

ALnERsoN,  B.,  (after  conferring  with  Lord  Denmany 
C.  J.) — I  have  consulted  the  best  authority  on  the  con- 
ttmction  of  this  act,  and  he  is  of  opinion  that  I  ought  to 
reject  this  witness.  The  defendant  has  put  upon  the 
record  a  cognizance,  in  which  he  justifies  as  bailiff  under 
the  proposed  witness,  and  the  case  is,  therefore,  within 

z  z  2 


704  CASES  ON  THE 

1845.        ^^^  exception  referred  to.    It  is  too  late  now  to  abandon 

^  ^^     "     '      the  first  cognizance.     That  should  have  been  done  before 
G1BDLB8TONB  .        ° 

V.  the  trial.     I  must  reject  this  evidence. 

M'GOWRAN. 

The  cause  proceeded,  and  ultimately  the  defendants 
had  a  verdict. 

E.  James  and  Lush,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Petersdorff  and  IVtUes,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — H.  AthUy^  and  Bart(mJ\ 


In  the  ensuing  term,  E,  James,  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  should 
not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  non  obstante  veredictOy  or 
a  new  trial  had,  on  grounds  not  at  all  affecting  the  point 
above  reported. 


MIDLAND  WINTER  CIRCUIT,  1844. 


DERBY  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE   PATTESON. 


Dec.  10.  ReGINA  V.  TlVEY. 

On  an  indict-  W  OUNDING  Cattle.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  hif^ 

"at?i°v[c^t!  ^"g  "  unlawfully,  maliciously,  and  feloniously ''  wounded 

mJiidoiii'  ^°'  *  °^*^®'  *^®  property  of  Richard  Beaumont  Child. 

wounding  cat- 
tle, it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  was  actuated  by  malice  against  the  owner  of  the  cattle. 
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The  fkct  of  the  wounding  of  the  mare^  by  the  prisoner  1944^ 
thrusting  his  hand  and  a  knife  into  the  vagina  of  the 
mare^  and  cutting  her  as  she  stood  quietly  in  the  stable, 
was  clearly  proved ;  but  no  evidence  was  given  as  to  the 
motive  of  the  prisoner.  No  malice  was  shewn  towards 
any  one,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  prisoner  knew  to 
whom  the  mare  belonged,  or  had  any  knowledge  of  the 
prosecutor,  Richard  Beaumont  Child. 

W.  H.  Adams f  for  the  prisoner. — T  submit,  that,  since  the 
stat.  1  Vict.  c.  90,  this  charge  cannot  be  sustained  unless 
there  be  evidence  of  malice  against  Richard  Beaumont  Child, 
the  owner  of  the  mare.  Under  the  Black  Act,  (9  G«o.  1,  c. 
22, 8.  1),  malice  against  the  owner  was  held  to  be  essential. 
That  statute  was  repealed  by  the  stat.  7  &  8  G«o.  4,  c.  27 ; 
and  by  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16,  it  was  enacted, 
''  that,  if  any  person  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously  kill, 
maim,  or  wound  any  cattle,  every  such  offender  shall  be 
guilty  of  felony,^^  and  be  liable  to  be  transported  for  life, 
or  any  term  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  imprisoned  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  four  years.  And  by  section  25 
of  that  statute,  it  is  enacted,  '^that  every  punishment  and 
forfeiture  by  this  act  imposed  on  any  person  maliciously 
committing  any  offence,  whether  the  same  be  punishable 
upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  conviction,  shall  equally 
apply  and  be  enforced,  whether  the  offence  shall  be  com- 
mitted from  malice  conceived  against  the  owner  of  the 
property  in  respect  of  which  it  shall  be  committed,  or 
otherwise.'*  The  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  2,  recites,  amongst 
other  acts  and  clauses,  the  16th  section  of  the  stat.  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  30 ;  and  by  the  latter  part  of  that  section,  it  is 
enacted,  that  so  much  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30, 
'^  as  relates  to  the  punishment  of  persons  convicted  of  any 
of  the  offences  hereinbefore  specified,  as  in  those  acts 
contained  respectively,  shall,  from  and  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  act,  be,  and  the  same  are,  hereby  re- 
pealed; and  every  person  convicted,  after  the  commence- 
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ment  of  this  met,  of  any  of  sach  offences  respectiTely,  shall 
be  liable  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  fifteen  years,  or  to  be  impnsoned  for  aay 
term  not  exceeding  three  years/'  No  punishment^  there- 
fore, can  now  apply  or  be  enforced  under  the  stat.  7  &  8 
Greo.  4,  c.  30,  s.  16.  I  submit,  that,  consequently,  the  25th 
section  of  that  statute  has  now  no  operation. 

Wilmore,  for  the  prosecution. — I  submit,  that  the  trae 
meaning  of  the  25th  section  is,  that  malidoos  offences 
shall  be  deemed  complete  without  proof  of  malice  against 
the  owner  of  the  proigeirty,  or,  if  that  section  be  inoperati? e, 
that  general  malice  is  sufficient. 

Patteson,  J.,  resenred  the  point  for  the  consideratiQn 
of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Wilmore^  for  the  prosecution. 
W.  H.  Adams,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attorniea —  ,  and  FUwker."] 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
fifteen  judges,  who  held  the  conyiction  was  right 


WELCH  WINTER  CIECUIT,  8  VICT. 


WELCH  WINTER  CIRCUIT,  1844. 


CHESTER  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE   BARON    OURNET. 


Reoina  V.  Radford. 

xORGERY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  uttering  a  ifA.  exhibit  a 
forged  receipt  for  5/.  14».  6d.,  with  intent  to  defraud  Mr.  [oT-^Tpewon 
Lee.   There  were  other  counts,  which  laid  the  intent  to  be  ^^^  7*1°™  ^* 

18  claiming 

to  defraud  George  Turner  and  John  Forster.  credit  for  it, 

It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  a  stone-mason,  and  \ng  within  the " 
had  purchased  stone  at  a  quarry,  the  property  of  Mr.  Lee.  ***ee\^i*o*  *' 
It  was  also  proved  that  the  prisoner  incurred  a  debt  of  although  a. 

refuse  to  part 

51,  149.  6d.  on  the  6th  of  July,  1840,  and  that  an  invoice  with  the  pos- 

,      ».m       .  .    .  J    av    a.    J.1-  •  session  of  the 

was  sent  Without  any  receipt,  and  that  the  prisoner,  on  paper  out  of  his 
being  from  time  to  time  called  on  for  payment  of  the  ^°^' 
amount,  repeatedly  promised  payment,  l)ut  that,  on  his 
being  again  applied  to  in  the  month  of  July,  1844,  he,  for 
the  first  time,  alleged,  that  he  had  paid  for  the  stone  at  the 
time,  viz.,  on  the  6th  of  July,  1840,  and  that  he  had  a  re- 
ceipt signed  by  Turner.  On  hearing  of  this,  Mr.  Forster, 
who  had  succeeded  Turner  as  manager  at  the  quarry,  went 
over  to  the  prisoner  on  the  17th  of  August,  when  the  pri- 
soner produced  the  receipt,  and  exhibited  it  to  him  to  look 
at,  but  would  not  part  with  it  out  of  his  hand.  On  the 
21st  of  August,  Mr.  Forster  returned  to  the  prisoner, 
taking  Mr.  Turner  with  him,  and  again  called  on  him  to 
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produce  the  receipt ;  he  did  produce  it,  and  held  it  up  for 
Mr.  Forster  and  Mr.  Turner  to  look  at,  but  refused  to  part 
with  it  out  of  his  hand.  Mr.  Forster,  however,  got  it  from 
him,  and  he  was  apprehended. 


Toumsend  and  Egerton,  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that 
this  was  not  an  uttering,  and  cited  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Shukard  (a). 

Gurnet,  B. — ^I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  exhibiting 
of  this  receipt  to  the  person  with  whom  the  prisoner  was 
claiming  credit  for  it  was  an  uttering,  even  though  he  did 
not  part  with  it  out  of  his  hand ;  but  I  will  reserve  that 
point  for  the  consideration  of  the  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

/.  HiU  and  L.  Trafford,  for  the  prosecution. 

Townsend  and  E,  Egerton^  for  the  prisoner. 


Feb,  14. 


At  Serjeants^  Inn  Hall. 

BEFORE  LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.j  TINDAL,  C.  J.;  POLLOCK,  C.  B.; 
PARKE,  B.;  PATTESON,  J.  j  COLERIDGE,  J.;  COLTMAN,  J.; 
ROLPE,  B.;  CRESSWELL,  J.;  ERLE,  J.;  PLATT,  B. 

Toumsendy  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  in  this  case 
there  was  no  uttering  of  this  receipt  by  the  prisoner.  In 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Shukard,  the  production  of  flash  notes, 
in  order  to  give  the  person  who  saw  them  a  fifidse  idea  of 


(a)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  200.  In  that 
caae  it  was  held,  that  shewing  a 
person  a  flash  note,  the  uttering  of 
which  would  be  criminal,  with  an 
intent  to  raise  in  him  a  false  idea  of 
the  party's  substance,  was  not  an 


uttering  within  the  stat.  13  Geo.  2, 
c.  79,  which  prohibited  the  otter- 
ing of  notes  exprening  the  sum  in 
white  letters  on  a  black  ground, 
without  being  authorized  by  the 
Bank  of  England. 


\ 
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*  substance^  was  held  not  to  be  an  uttering  of        ^g^^^ 

H,  and  I  submit^  that,  in  the  present  case,  al-  ^ — v^ — ' 

,   ,     ,  _      _  _  ,  Rboina 

ght  be  an  intent  to  utter  the  forged  receipt,  v. 


jginning  to  utter  it,  yet  the  uttering  was  not 


x'OLLOCK,  C.  B. — Suppose  a  man  were  to  pass  a  turn- 
pike gate  with  a  forged  ticket  in  his  hand,  and  shewed  the 
ticket  to  the  gate-keeper,  and  rode  on,  and  was  pursued 
and  taken,  would  you  say  that  that  was  not  an  uttering  of 
the  forged  ticket  ? 

Toumsend. — It  might  be  there,  that,  from  the  gate-keeper 
letting  the  person  pass,  he  acted  on  the  production  of  the 
ticket  as  if  it  had  been  uttered.  Tenderiug  and  uttering 
are  not  equivalent  terms,  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Franks  (6),  which  was  a  case  on  the  stat.  15  &  16  Geo.  2, 
c.  28,  which  related  to  base  coin. 

CoLERiDOE,  J. — How  could  it  be  said  that  this  receipt 
was  tendered,  as  the  prisoner  refused  to  part  with  it  ? 

Townsend, — The  words  in  the  18th  section  of  the  stat. 
1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  are  "  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  and  put  off.'* 
From  Johnson's  Dictionary  it  appears  that  the  word  "offer" 
imports  that  the  person  may  either  accept  or  decline  the 
thing  offered,  and,  from  the  illustrations  given  in  Webster's 
Dictionary,  a  similar  option  appears  to  be  implied. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — In  all  these  cases  reference  must  be 
had  to  the  subject.  A  purse  is  of  no  use  except  it  be  given. 
Not  so  a  receipt  or  a  turnpike  ticket.  A  promissory  note 
must  be  tendered,  to  be  taken.  Not  so  a  receipt,  as  the 
person  who  has  it  is  to  keep  it. 

Toiumsend, — The  prisoner  here  is  convicted  of  "  utter- 
ing/'   In  the  different  statutes  as  to  forgery,  different 

(6)  2  Leach,  736. 


Radford. 
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expressions  are  used.  In  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  24^  s.  8, 
as  to  protections  firom  service  in  the  navv,  the  words  are 
'^  produce,  utter,  or  make  use  of/'  In  the  4ih  section  of 
the  stat.  2  &  8  Will.  4,  c.  16,  as  to  excise  permits,  the 
words  are  "  utter,  give,  or  make  use  of,''  and  in  the  18th 
section  of  the  same  statute,  the  words  are  ''  utter  or  pro- 
duce." In  the  stat.  2  &  8  Will.  4,  c  59,  b.  19,  as  to  forged 
registers,  the  words  are  ''utter,  or  deliver,  or  produce;" 
and  in  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  14,  as  to  the  forging  of  evidences 
and  writings,  the  words  are,  "  publish,  or  shew  forth  in 
evidence." 


The  case  having  been  ccmsidered  by  the  judges,  Aeir 
Lordships  held  the  conviction  right. 


WELCH  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  1845. 


CARDIGAN  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.  JUSTICE    CRESSWELL. 


March  14.  Davis  V.  MosELEY  and  Llotd. 

In  trespass         IrESPASS. — ^Tho  first  couut  of  the  declaration  was  for 
excise  officers     breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  house  on  the  16th  of 

for  entering 
the  plaintiff's 

house,  there  was  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  no  evidence  against  one  of  the  defendants:-* 
Hetdt  that»  if  no  further  evidence  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  must  then 
elect  to  go  on  as  to  the  other  defendant  only,  and  could  not  wait  till  the  defence  was  concluded. 
In  order  to  shew  in  trespass  that  the  defendant,  an  excise  officer,  entered  the  plaintiff's 
house,  the  defendant's  affidavit  was  put  in,  by  which  he  stated  that  he  entered  the  house  by 
virtue  of  a  magistrate's  warrant,  to  search  for  malt  that  had  not  paid  doty  z^-^HM,  that  the 
putting  in  of  this  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff  did  not  make  out  a  defence  for  the  defendant,  as  the 
affidavit  did  not  state  that  the  warrant  was  granted  upon  oath  made  by  an  ofllcer  of  excise,  as 
required  by  the  stat.  7  ft  S  Geo.  4,  c.  63,  ••  84. 
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November,  1844,  and  assaulting  him;  second  count,  for 
breaking  into  a  brewhouse  of  the  plaintiff.  Plea,  not 
guilty  "  by  statute^^  (a). 

It  was  proved  that  notice  of  action  had  been  served  on 
both  the  defendants,  who  were  excise  officers,  and  that,  on 
the  night  of  the  16th  of  November,  1844,  at  about  half-past 
eleven  o'clock,  the  defendant  Moseley  came  to  the  plain- 
tiff's house,  which  was  the  Plough  Inn  at  Cardigan,  and, 
having  got  into  it  by  forcing  the  back-door,  he  searched 
the  house,  as  he  then  stated,  "  for  malt,''  and  also  as- 
saulted the  plaintiff. 

At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  there  was  no 
evidence  to  affect  the  defendant  Lloyd. 


1845. 


Rkoina 

V. 
MOBKLST. 


ChUiony  for  the  defendants,  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  must  now  elect  to  go  on  with  the  case  against  the 
defendant  Moseley  only,  and  abandon  it  as  to  the  defendant 
Lloyd.     He  cited  the  case  of  Wynne  v.  Anderson  (i). 


E.  V.  fVUliamSy  for  the  plaintiff. — In  the  case  of  Wright 


(a)  A  summons  for  a  particular 
of  the  statutes  to  be  relied  on  by 
the  defendants  having  been  taken 
out,  a  particular  was  delivered  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  which 
referred  to  the  statutes  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  25  ;  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  2  ;  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  81 ;  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  53 ; 
1  Will.  4,  c.  51 ;  4  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  51.  In  the  case  of  Coy  v.  Lord 
Foreiter  (8  M.  &  W.  312),  which 
was  an  action  of  trespass  for  hunt- 
ing over  the  plaintiff's  land,  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  "  by 
statute;"  and  on  an  application, 
founded  on  an  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  could  not  discover 
the  statute  under  which  the  de- 
fendant intended  to  justify,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  ordered  that 
the  defendant  should  point  out  the 


statute,  or  that  the  words  **  by  8ta> 
tute"  should  be  struck  out  of  the 
margin  of  the  plea. 

(h)  3  C.  &  P.  596;  see  also  the 
case  of  ChUd  v.  ChamberUuHf  6  C. 
&  P.  213,  in  which  case  Baron 
Parle  said,  "It  has  been  settled 
by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  that,  if  there  be  no  evidence 
against  any  one  defendant  on  the 
conclusion  of  the  case  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  such  defendant  is  to 
be  acquitted;  so  that  all  defend- 
ants, not  fixed  by  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  are  to  be  acquitted  before 
any  part  of  the  defence  is  gone 
into.  This  was  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  all  the  Judges ;  before 
that,  there  was  a  discrepancy  in  the 
practice." 
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y.  PauHn  and  Another  {c)j  Lord  Chief  Jostioe  Best  held  that 
a  co-defendantj  against  whom  the  plaintiff  has  giyen  no 
evidence,  has  no  right  to  an  acquittal  to  be  a  witness  until 
all  the  other  evidence  for  the  defendants  is  finished;  but 
in  the  case  of  Carpenter  v.  Jones  (d),  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.j 
on  a  similar  application,  after  stating  that  judges  had 
certainly  been  much  in  the  habit  of  refusing  to  direct  an 
acquittal  till  all  the  other  witnesses  have  been  examined, 
and  that  it  was  very  often  right  to  do  so,  said,  that  he  was, 
nevertheless,  of  opinion  that  the  time  of  taking  such  an 
acquittal  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  and  that  it  may 
be  taken  whenever  it  is  most  convenient;  and,  accordingly, 
under  the  particular  circumstances  of  that  case  he  allowed 
one  defendant  to  be  acquitted  immediately  on  the  close  of 
the  opening  speech  of  the  other  defendants.  I  submit, 
therefore,  that  I  ought  not  to  be  put  to  elect  till  the  case 
goes  to  the  jury,  after  the  defence  is  dosed. 

Cresswell,  J.— If  you  give  no  evidence  to  affect  the  de- 
fendant Lloyd,  you  must  now  elect  to  go  on  as  to  the  other 
defendant  only. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  fix  the  defendant 
Lloyd,  an  office  copy  of  an  affidavit  made  by  the  defendant 
Lloyd  was  put  in.  There  had  been  an  application  to  the 
CJourt  of  Exchequer  to  postpone  the  present  trial  till  after 
the  trial  of  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-General 
against  the  present  plaintiff  for  obstructing  the  present 
defendants  in  the  execution  of  their  duty.  In  support  of 
that  application  the  defendant  Lloyd  had  made  this  affi- 
davit, the  office  copy  of  it  being  admitted  under  a  Baron's 
order.     The  affidavit  was  as  follows : — 

**  Touching  an  action  brought  in  the  office  of  Pleas  of  her  Migeat^'i 
Court  of  Exchequer,  by  John  Daviee,  plaintiff,  against  John  Moaeley  and 
John  Lloyd,  defendants.    John  Lloyd,  of  Cardigan,  in  the  county  <^ 

(c)  R.  &  M.,  N.  P.  C,  12&  (d)  M.&  M.  198  (n). 
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Cardigan,  officer  of  excise,  one  of  the  above-named  defendants,  maketh 
oath,  and  saith,  that,  on  the  16th  day  of  November  now  last  past,  the  said 
John  Dayies,  the  above-named  plaintiff,  was  and  still  is  a  person  carrying 
on  ascertain  trade  and  business  under  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  excise,  to 
wit,  a  brewer  of  beer  for  sale,  at  Cardigan,  in  the  borough  of  Cardigan,  and 
that  he  this  deponent,  and  John  Moseley,  the  other  of  the  above-named 
deponents,  then  were,  and  still  are,  officers  of  excise  respectively ;  and 
this  deponent  fiurther  saith,  that  he  this  deponent,  having  good  cause  and 
reason  to  suspect,  as  he  this  deponent  was  then  and  there  informed,  and 
verily  believed,  that  the  said  John  Davies  was  in  the  habit  of  receiving 
malt  which  had  not  paid  the  duty  of  excise  in  that  behalf  imposed  by  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  of  mashing  the  same  early 
on  the  Monday  morning,  did,  on  the  said  16th  day  of  November,  obtain 
a  search  warrant,  under  the  hand  of  David  Jenkins,  Esq.,  one  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  borough  of  Cardigan,  bear- 
ing date  the  said  16th  day  of  November,  whereby  the  said  justice  au- 
thorized and  empowered  him  this  deponent,  by  day  pr  by  night,  (but  if 
between  the  hours  of  eleven  o'clock  of  the  night  and  five  in  the  morning, 
then  in  the  presence  of  a  constable  or  other  lawful  officer  of  the  peace),  to 
enter  into  every  place  in  and  about  the  house  and  premises  of  John 
Davies,  the  above-named  plaintiff,  at  Cardigan,  in  the  borough  of  Car- 
digan, and  to  seize  and  carry  away  all  malt,  and  all  other  goods  and  com- 
modities forfeited  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certun  act  of  Parliament 
relating  to  the  revenue  of  excise,  that  he  this  deponent  should  there  find 
deposited  and  concealed ;  and  this  deponent  further  saith,  that,  on  the 
said  16th  day  of  November,  between  the  hours  of  ten  and  eleven  of  the 
clock  in  the  evening,  he  this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Moseley,  as 
such  officers  of  excise  as  aforesaid,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant, 
went  to  the  said  house  of  the  said  plaintiff  at  Cardigan  aforesaid,  when 
he  this  deponent  found  the  front  door  of  the  said  house  locked,  and 
thereupon  knocked  at  the  same,  and  informed  the  said  plaintiff,  who  was 
then  within  the  said  house,  that  he  this  deponent  was  come  to  search  for 
smuggled  malt ;  and  he  this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Moseley  de- 
manded admission  into  the  said  house  ;  and  this  deponent  further  says, 
that  the  front  door  of  the  said  house  not  having  been  opened  to  admit 
him  this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Moseley  into  the  said  house,  he 
the  said  John  Moseley  proceeded  to  the  back  part  of  the  said  house ;  and 
this  deponent  farther  says,  that  very  shortly  afterwards  he  this  deponent 
heard  the  said  John  Moseley  within  the  said  house  of  the  said  plaintiff 
calling  for  help;  and  this  deponent  further  says,  that  the  door  of  the 
said  house  having  been  soon  afterwards  opened  by  some  person  within 
the  same,  he  this  deponent  then  entered  the  said  house,  and  found  the 
said  John  Moseley  therein  contending  with  the  said  plaintiff  as  to  his 
the  said  John  Moseley's  right  to  enter  the  said  house ;  and  this  depo- 
nent further  says,  that  the  said  plaintiff  did,  with  much  violence,  oppose, 
molest,  and  obstruct,  and  hinder  him  this  deponent  and  the  said  John 
Moseley  in  the  due  execution  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament  relating  to 
the  revenue  of  excise,  passed  in  the  7th  &  8th  years  of  the  reign  of  his 
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late  Majesty  King  Geoige  the  Fourth,  intituled  'An  Act  to  coniolidate 
and  amend  the  Laws  relating  to  the  Collection  and  Management  of  the 
Revenue  of  Excise  throughout  Cheat  Britain  and  Ireland,'  and  in  the 
execution  of  the  power  and  authority  by  the  said  act,  and  fay  the  said 
warrant,  giyen  and  granted  to  this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Moseley, 
as  such  officers  of  excise  ;  and  this  deponent  forther  says,  that  proceed- 
ings have  been  commenced,  and  are  now  depending,  in  her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Exchequer,  at  Westminster,  at  €tke  suit  of  her  Majes^'s  Attorney- 
General,  against  the  said  plaintiff|  for  recovery  of  the  penalty  lueoired  by 
him  under  the  said  act  of  Pariiament  for  such  opposition,  molestation, 
obstruction^  and  hindering  of  him  this  deponent  and  the  said  John 
Moseley,  as  such  officers  of  excise  as  aforesaid ;  and  this  deponent  fur- 
ther says,  that  he  verily  believes  that  ^e  above-mentioned  action  (in 
which  a  copy  of  the  declaration  delivered  is  hereunto  annexed)  hath  been 
brought  and  commenced  by  the  said  plaintiff  against  him  this  deponent 
and  the  said  John  Moseley,  for  and  on  account  of  the  said  entry  of  him 
this  deponent  and  the  said  John  Moseley,  as  officers  of  excise,  and  under 
the  said  search  warrant,  into  the  said  house  of  the  said  plaintiff  at  albi^ 
said,  and  for  no  other  cause  whatsoever. 
"  Sworn,  &c." 


I 


Chilton  addressed  the  jury  for  the  defendants^  and  con- 
tended^ that  the  patting  in  of  this  affidavit  made  out  a 
good  defence  for  the  defendants. 

Cresswell,  J.^  (in  summing  up). — There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  defendants  went  to  the  plaintiff's  house  to  search 
for  smuggled  malt.  Their  entry  into  the  house  was  not 
justified  under  the  22nd  section  of  the  stat.  7  fr  8  Geo.  4^ 
c.  53^  as  that  enactment  relates  to  entering  houses  in 
order  to  take  the  duties ;  and  the  16th  section  of  the  sub- 
sequent statute,  I  Will.  4,  c.  51,  merely  changes  the  hours. 
The  defendants  clearly  intended  to  act  under  the  34th 
section  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  63  {e) ;  but  as  it  in 


(e)  By  which  it  is  enacted, 
**  That,  if  any  officer  of  excise  shall 
have  cause  to  suspect  that  any 
goods  or  commodities  forfeited  tra- 
der or  by  virtue  of  this  act,  or  any 
other  act  or  acts  of  parliament  re- 
lating to  the  revenue  of  excise,  are 
deposited  or  concealed  in  any  place, 


then  and  in  every  such  case,  if 
such  place  shall  be  within  the  li- 
mits of  the  chief  office  of  excise  in 
London,  upon  oath  being  made  by 
such  officer  before  the  commis- 
sioners of  excise,  or  any  two  or 
more  of  them,  or  if  such  commis- 
sioners shall  not  be  publicly  sittii^ 
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no  way  appears  that  the  warrant  on  which  they  acted  was 
founded  on  an  information  on  oath,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  defendants  have  no  defence,  and  that  you  ought  to 
give  the  plaintiff  reasonable  damages  for  what  was  done  at 
his  house  by  the  defendants. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff — Damages  40^. 

E.  V.  mUiams  and  E.  C.  Lloyd  Hall,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Chilton  and  T.  Allen,  for  the  defendants. 

[Attornies — Jamet  Smith,  and  SoUcitortfor  the  Excise,"] 
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for  the  dispatch  of  buBiness,  or  such 
place  or  places  shall  be  m  any  other 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  out  of 
the  limits  of  the  said  chief  office, 
then,  upon  tuch  oath  being  made 
before  one  or  more  justice  or  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  for  the  county, 
shire,  diyision,  city,  town,  or  place 
where  such  officer  shall  suspect 
such  goods  or  commodities  to  be 
deposited  or  concealed,  setting  forth 
the  ground  of  such  suspicion,  it 
shall  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said 
commissioners,  or  any  two  or  more 
of  them,  or  the  justice  or  justices 
of  the  peace  respectively,  (as  the 
case  may  be),  before  whom  such 
oath  shall  be  made,  if  he  or  they 
shall  judge  it  reasonable,  by  special 
warrant  or  warrants  under  his  or 


their  hands  respectirely,  to  author- 
ize and  empower  such  officer,  by 
day  or  by  night,  (but  if  between 
the  hours  of  eleven  of  the  clock  at 
night  and  five  in  the  morning,  then 
in  the  presence  of  a  constable  or 
other  lawful  officer  of  the  peace), 
to  enter  into  every  such  place 
where  any  such  goods  or  commo- 
dities shall  be  suspected  to  be  depo- 
sited or  concealed,  and  to  seize  and 
carry  away  the  same;  and  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  officer  to  whom 
any  such  warrant  shall  be  given  or 
granted,  and  he  is  hereby  author- 
ized, in  case  of  resistance,  to  break 
open  any  door,  and  to  force  and  re- 
move any  other  impediment  or  ob- 
struction to  such  entry,  search,  or 
seizure,  and  removal  as  aforesaid." 


CASES  ON  THE 


PBESTEIGN  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE   CRESSWELL. 


March  28.  HoBBT  f;.  RuELL^  sued  Executor  of  John  Smith. 

A.  had  ordered   OoVENANT  against  the  defendant^  as  executor  of  John 

a  pair  of  booU  .  . 

ofB.  andhad  Smith.  The  declaration  stated,  that  John  Smith,  in  Us 
them.  '  The  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  August,  1843,  by  an  indent- 
boou  had  never  uyg  between  him  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the 

been  dehvered  *  * 

to  A.,  and,  other  part,  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £50 
hanfsTftbe      ou  the  11th  of  August,  1844.     Breach,  that  John  Smith 

who"made"  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  lifetime,  uor  the  defendant  since  his 
them,  A.  was     death.     Plea,  that  the  defendant  had  fully  administered 

obliged  to  pay 

the  journey,  all  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  John  Smith  at 
of  making  them  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  death,  and  which  had  come  to  the  hands  of 
before  he  could  ^j^g  defendant,  as  his  executor,  to  be  administered,  except 

get  possession  '  /  '  * 

of  them.   A.  goods  and  chattels  of  insufficient  value  to  satisfy  the  da- 

executor^<i/«ofi  magcs  Sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  cause  of 

j5>w  ^hat  he  *^ction  iu  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  except  goods 

was  liable  and  chattels  of  the  value  of  £15,  and  that  the  defendant 

for  the  value  of  ^i.,'  « 

the  boou  as  had  uot,  at  any  time,  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of 
/cMr)^"but  that*he  J^^^  Smith,  to  be  administered,  except  the  said  goods  and 
was  entitled  to  chattels  aforcsald  (concluding  with  a  verification).  RepU- 
sum  he  paid  catiou,  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
^c^journey-      jj^^j^^  q(  ^jj^jg  g^^^^  ]^^^  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of 

death  offi  ^^^  Johu  Smith,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  his  hands,  as  exe- 
obtained  pos-     cutor,  of  great  valuc,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  the  damage 

session  of  the  •jfii»«/*»i  t*    % 

cattle  of  B.        sustaiucd  by  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and 

from  C,  with 

whom  they 

were  agisted,  A.  paying  C.  for  the  agisting;  A.  being  sued  as  executor  de  fon  tori  of  B.: — 

Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  for  the  sum  he  paid  to  C.  for  the  agisting  of  the  cattle. 


^ 
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who,  with  the  defendant  as  executor,  could  hare  satisfied        1945. 
those  damages,  (concluding  to  the  country). 

It  was  opened  by  Chilton^  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  sued  as  an  executor  de  son  toi^,  and  that,  after 
the  death  of  John  Smith,  the  defendant  took  possession  of 
a  cow  and  calf,  a  barren  cow,  a  poney-mare,  and  colt,  and 
a  hackney  mare,  which  had  been  the  property  of  John 
Smith,  and  also  of  a  new  pair  of  boots,  which  John  Smith, 
who  was  a  boot  and  shoemaker,  had  made  for  the  plaintiff, 
bat  which  had  not  been  delireried  at  the  time  of  John 
Smith's  death.  The  question  raised  by  the  pleadings  was, 
whether  the  property  of  John  Smith,  which  had  come  to 
the  defendant's  possessiott^  was  of  the  value  of  £15,  or  of 
more. 

It  appeared,  with  respect  to  the  pair  of  boots,  that  the 
defendant  had  ordered  a  pair  of  boots  of  the  deceased 
John  Smith,  and  had  paid  him  for  them  in  his  lifetime, 
but  that  the  boots  had  not  been  delivered  to  the  defendant 
before  John  Smith's  death,  and  that,  in  order  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  boots,  the  defendant  had  been  obliged 
to  pay  Henry  Price  (a  person  whom  John  Smith  had 
employed  to  make  them)  the  amount  due  to  him  for  the 
making,  as  he  would  not  give  them  up  without  being  paid. 

Cresswell,  J. — The  defendant  is  to  be  charged,  in  this 
action,  with  the  value  of  the  boots,  deducting  what  he 
paid  to  Henry  Price  for  the  making  of  them.  The  de- 
fendant had  no  right  to  take  these  boots,  though  he  had 
paid  the  price  of  a  pair  of  boots,  because  the  deceased's 
contract  with  him  would  have  been  satisfied  by  the  deli- 
very of  a  pair  of  boots;  and,  though  intended  for  him, 
the  deceased  had  done  no  act  in  any  way  to  appropriate 
this  particular  pair  of  boots  to  the  defendant.  Still  I  think 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  be  allowed  for  what  he 
paid  to  Henry  Price,  as  Henry  Price  had  a  lien  upon  these 
boots  to  that  amount. 

VOL.  I,  AAA  N.  p. 
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1845.  With  respect  to  the  cattle^  it  appeared^  that,  at  the  time 

of  the  death  of  John  Smith,  the  cow  and  calf  were  agisted 
with  Mr.  Edward  Jones,  of  Byton,  and  that  the  defendant 
paid  Mr.  Edward  Jones  for  their  agistment  in  order  to 
obtain  possession  of  them  (a). 

Crssswsll,  J. — ^The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  any 
allowance  in  respect  to  what  he  paid  to  Mr.  Edward  Smith, 
as  Mr.  Smith  had  no  lien  on  the  cattle  for  their  agist- 
ment. 

Evidence,  which  was  very  contradictory,  was  given  on 
both  sides,  as  to  the  value  of  the  cattle. 

Cebsswsll,  J.,  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  on  the  question, 
whether  the  value  of  the  property  was  above  £15  or  not. 

Chilton  and  Severn,  for  the  plaintiff. 

E.  V.  WiUiatns  and  Davisonj  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniefl — George  Smith,  and  W,  Stephens,'] 


In  the  ensuing  term  C/dUon  applied  to  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer for  a  new  trial,  but  the  Court  refused  a  rule. 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Jackeon  v.       mon    law  for  the    agistment   of 
Cummintf  5  M.  &  W.  342,  it  was       milch  cows, 
held,  that  no  lien  exists  at  com- 
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CORNWALL  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE   MR.   JUSTICE    PATTESON. 


F 


Regina  v.  Henry  Vivian,  the  Younger. 


ORGERY. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  uttering,  on  A.  uttered  a 

forged  paper  in 

the  25th  of  May,  1844,  a  forged  warrant  and  order  for  the  the  following 
payment  of  money,  with  intent  to  defraud  Edward  Coode  M.^^JilTbe 
and  others.     The  forged  instrument  was  in  the  following  P*^*!***J**  *®"^ 

form  : —  lO'.  on  Mr. 

H.'s  account, 

"  Mr.  Martin  will  be  pleased  to  send  by  the  bearer  £10  ^ery  ba"i*n bed, 
on  Mr.  Hodge's  account,  as  Mr.  Hodge  is  very  bad  in  and  cannot 

"  ,  w  .f  come  himself. 

bed,  and  cannot  come  himself.  The  paper 

'*  Martin  Ralph,  Foreman,  beTigned  *° 

"  St.  Austell  Foundry .''       "  ^  ?•»  i^"^^- 

•^  man,  St.  A. 

Foundry." 

It  was  proved  that  Mr.  Martin  was  clerk  to  Messrs.  Coode  Mr.  M.  was 
&  Co.,  who  were  bankers,  with  whom  Mr.  John  Hodge  embankers?" 
kept  an  account,  and  that  Mr.  Hodge  was  ill  in  bed  on  the  y^.'^*?  ^*'°™  ^^' 

^  '  o  H.  kept  an  ac- 

25th  of  May,  1844,  which  was  a  Saturday,  his  usual  pay-  count,  and  R. 
day.     It  was  proved,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  Ralph,  Mr.  Mr.  H., but  had 

no  authority  to 
draw  on  Mr. 
H.'s  banker: — Ueldj  that  this  was  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money.  Held,  also,  that  any 
instrument  for  payment,  under  which,  if  genuine,  the  payer  may  recover  the  amount  against  the 
party  signing  it,  may  be  properly  considered  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money ;  and  that  it 
is  equally  this,  whatever  be  the  state  of  the  account  between  the  parties,  and  whether  the  par- 
ties signing  it  has  at  the  time  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed  or  not. 
JHeld,  also,  that,  as  by  this  instrument,  if  genuine,  R.  says  in  effect  that  he  has  the  authority 
of  Mr.  H.,  who  had  an  account  with  the  bankers,  it  is  as  much  a  warrant  as  if  he  him^telf  had 
h  ad  such  an  account,  and  would  equally  have  bound  him. 

A  A  A  2 
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1844.  Hodge^s  foreman^  to  pay  Mr.  Hodge's  labouren,  and  that 
he  had  no  general  authority  to  draw  for  money;  but  that 
he  had  once,  in  the  January  preceding,  drawn  a  cheque, 
which  Mr.  Hodge  had  adopted,  but  he  had  not  given  him 
any  authority  to  draw  this  cheque,  which  was  not  in 
Ralph's  handwriting,  neither  had  he  (Ralph)  authorized 
any  one  to  draw  it,  nor  had  Mr.  Hodge.  It  did  not 
positively  appear  how  Mr.  Hodge's  account  stood  at  Messrs. 
Coode's  on  the  25  th  of  May,  1844;  but  Mr.  Martin  paid 
the  amount  of  the  forged  cheque  without  hesitation,  and 
stated,  that  his  impression  was,  that  the  account  was  in 
Mr.  Hodge's  favour. 

Merivale,  for  the  prisoner,  objected,  that  this  instru- 
ment was  not  a  warrant  or  order  for  the  payment  of  money, 
and  cited  the  cases  oiRew  Y.Baker{a),Rexy.Riwen8crqft{b), 
Begina  v.  rAom(c),  Regina  v.  Roberts  {d),  and  Rex  y. 
Clinch  {e). 

Patteson,  J,,  reserved  the  point  for  the  consideration 

of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Gniltv. 

» 

IV,  C  RowCj  for  the  prosecution. 
Merivale,  for  the  prisoner. 


At  the  ensuing  Cornwall  Assizes,  Coleeidge,  J.,  de- 
livered judgment  as  follows : — 

"  The  judges  have  considered  this  case,  and  are  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  objection  taken  at  the  trial  cannot  be  soa- 

(a)  1  M.  C.  C.  281.  (d)  Id.  052. 

(b)  R.  &  R.  C. C.  161.  (e)  2£a.  P.  C. 938. See  al«> th« 

(c)  C.  &  Mar.  206.  case  of  Regina  v.  Swtitk^  ante,  p.70a 
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tained.  Any  instrument  for  payment  under  whieli^  if  1344. 
genuine,  the  payer  may  recover  the  amount  against  the 
party  signing  it,  may  properly  be  considered  a  warrant  for 
the  payment  of  money,  and  it  is  equally  this,  whatever  be 
the  state  of  the  account  between  the  parties,  and  whether 
the  party  signing  it  has,  at  the  time,  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed  or  not.  This  case  may 
be  said  to  be  removed  one  step  further  than  the  ordinary 
one,  where  the  name  of  the  actual  accountant  is  forged, 
because  Ralph  had  himself  no  account  with  Messrs.  Coode 
&  Co. ;  but  by  this  instrument,  if  genuine,  Ralph  says,  in 
effect,  that  he  had  authority  from  Mr.  Hodge,  who  had  an 
account  with  them ;  as  against  him,  therefore,  it  is  as  much 
warrant  as  if  he  himself  had  had  such  account,  and  would 
have  equally  bound  him.  The  difference  in  the  fact,  there- 
fore, is  immaterial  in  principle.  It  may  not  be  easy  to 
reconcile  all  the  decisions  on  this  point,  and  one  of  the 
judges  doubted  upon  the  propriety  of  that  which  I  am 
now  pronouncing,  npon  this  ground,  and  principally  on  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Thorn  (/).  He  was,  however,  quite 
satisfied  with  the  soundness  of  the  principle  on  which  we 
now  proceed.'* 

His  Lordship  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  be  imprisoned 
and  kept  to  hard  labour  for  two  years,  to  date  from  the 
assizes  at  which  the  trial  took  place. 

(/)  C.  &  Mar.  206. 
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1845. 


WESTERN  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  1845. 


SALISBURY  ASSIZES. 


BEFOEE    MR.   JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


An  indictment 
for  the  murder 
of  a  bastard 
child,  which 
described  the 
prisoner  as  a 


Begina  v.  Sarah  Willis. 

Murder.— The  indictment  stated  that  Sarah  Willis, 
late  of  &c.,  single  woman^  on  the  27th  day  of  Angust,  1844, 
at  &c.,  being  big  with  a  male  child,  did  then  and  there 
bring  forth  of  her  body  the  said  male  child  alive,  and  that 
stated,  that  she,  shc  after wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with 
a^mfie  c^iTd,      forcc  and  arms,  at  &c.,  in  and  upon  the  said  male  child, 

did  bring  forth 
the  said 
child  alive, 
and  that  she 
'*  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year 
aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms, 
at  &c.,  in  and 
upon  the  said 
male  child,  fe- 
loniously, &c. 

assault,"  &c.:—  that  the  indictment  was  defective,  because  it  neither  stated 
chUd'was  suffi-  ^^^  name  of  the  child,  nor  that  its  name  was  to  the  jurors 
cientiy  describ-  unknown,  uor  that  it  had  no  name. 

ed,  although 
the  indictlfient 

thTname^of  ^         CoLERiDGE,  J. — I  think  that  the  objection  ought  not  to 

the  child,  nor 

that  iu  name  was  to  the  jurors  unknown,  nor  that  it  had  no  name. 


feloniously,  &c.  did  make  an  assault ;  and  the  indictment 
then  proceeded  to  describe  the  means  of  killing  by  stran- 
gulation, and  the  result,  in  the  usual  form  of  an  indictment 
for  murder. 

The  jury  acquitted  the  prisoner  of  the  murder,  and  found 
her  guilty  of  concealment. 

Slade,  for  the  prisoner,  objected,  in  arrest  of  judgment. 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
fifteen  judges^  who  held  the  conviction  rights  as  an  ille- 
gitimate child  has  no  name  till  it  has  acquired  one  by 
reputation  (a). 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  child  of  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the 

BisMf  8  C.  &  P.  773,  it  was  held,  age  of  six  weeks,  and  not  baptized, 

that  an  indictment  against  a  mar-  feloniously,  wilfully,  "&c.,  did  make 

ried  woman  for  the  murder  of  her  an  assault,  &c.,  was  bad.     See  also 

legitimate  child,  which  stated  that  the  case   of  Regina  v.  Campbell, 

she  "  in  and  upon  a  certain  infant  ante,  p.  82. 
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prevail.  The  objection  is  founded  in  this :  that  it  must  be  1945^ 
presumed  that  the  child  had  a  name ;  but  this  child  could 
only  acquire  a  name  by  reputation,  because  it  was  an  ille- 
gitimate child,  and  had  no  name  when  it  came  into  the 
world.  To  state  that  its  name  was  to  the  jurors  unknown 
assumes  that  something  had  been  done  by  which  the  child 
had  acquired  a  name ;  but  as  there  is  nothing  here  to  shew 
that  the  child  had  acquired  any  name,  that  allegation  is 
unnecessary.  However,  if  there  should  be  anything  in  the 
objection,  you  shall  have  the  benefit  of  this  hereafter. 

His  Lordship  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
fifteen  judges. 

Merewether,  for  the  prosecution. 

Slade,  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attomies — Crowdy  ^  Brace,  and  Bradford,'^ 
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Regiva  v.  Goodfbllow,  AKDHiwt,  and  Six  Otlien. 
In  a  CM  of       rs  IGHT  poaching. — ^Tbe  eight  defendaDts  were  indicted 

nighi  poaching  r  o  •©  ^ 

by  three  or       On  the  ttat.  9  Oco.  4,  c.  69,  a.  9,  for  night  poaching  on  land 
one  baTiiTun,   ^^  Bobert  Henry,  Earl  of  Pembroke  and  Montgomery. 
within  a"***         '^  indictment  charged  that  they,  " being  armed  with 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  gnns  and  other  ofiEsnsive  weapons,  entered  certain  land," 

&c. 


The  jury  fonnd  that  the  first  two  defendants,  Groodfellow 
and  Andrews,  were  armed  each  with  a  gun,  the  other  six 
with  bludgeons. 

Hodges  and  Edwards,  for  the  defendants,  objected  that 
a  mere  constructive  arming  was  not  sufficient  under  the 
stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  and  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  directed 
to  acquit  every  defendant  who  was  not  armed  with  a  gun; 
and  that  no  reliance  could,  in  this  case,  be  placed  on  the 
words  of  the  statute,  which  related  to  arming  otherwise 
than  by  guns,  as  the  words  of  the  9th  section  of  the  statute 
were,  "  being  armed  with  any  gun,  crossbow,  fire-armsi 
bludgeon,  or  any  other  offensive  weapon  -/*  and  the  indict- 
ment ought  to  have  specified  the  offensive  weapon  in  any 
case^  and  particularly  when  the  weapon  intended  to  be 
proved  was  one  of  those  named  in  the  statute.  They  cited 
the  case  of  Begi$ui  v.  Dames  (a). 

Coleridge,  J.,  overruled  the  objection,  but  reserved  the 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty  as  to  all  the 
defendants. 

(a)  8  C.  &  P.  759,  in  which  it      c.  69,  s.  9,  a  constmctiTe  arming 
was  held,  by  Mr.  Justice  Patteion,      was  not  suflScient. 
that,  under   the   stat.  9  Geo.  4, 


WESTERN  SPRING  CIRCUIT,  8  VICT.  725 

Merewether,  for  the  prosecution.  1845. 

Hodges  and  Edwards,  for  the  defendants. 

[^AttormeB^- Goodman,  and  P.  M,  ChittyJ] 


RXOINA 

V. 

GOODFILLOW. 


In  the  ensuing  term  the  case  was  considered  by  the 
fifteen  judges,  who  held  the  conviction  right,  and  that,  if 
any  one  of  the  defendants  had  a  gun,  all  were  armed  within 
the  meaning  of  the  stat  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  9,  overruling 
the  case  of  Reffina  v.  Davies  (ft). 

(h)  8  C.  &  P.  759. 


TAUNTON  ASSIZES. 


BEFOaS    MR«   JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


Bbgina  t^.  Perey. 


L 


ARCENY. — ^The  prisoner,  in  one  count  of  the  indict-  A.  was  indict- 
ment,  was  charged,  as  a  servant  of  the  Great  Western  for  stealing  a 
Bailway  Company,  with  stealing  an  order  for  the  payment  Another  TOunt" 
of  money,  to  wit,  an  order  for  the  payment  of  18/.  9*.  7rf.,  ^°J  stealing  a 
the  property  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company ;  in  it  was  proved, 
another  count  the  thing  stolen  was  described  to  be  ''  one  r.  co.,  drew  ' 
piece  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny/'  of  the  goods  and  che^e^on  their 
chattels  of  the  Great  Western  Bailway  Company.      In  London  bank- 

ers,  and  sent  it 

other  counts,  the  property  was  laid  in  different  ways.  to  one  of  their 

officers  at 
Taunton  to  pay  a  poor-rate  there  ;  he  at  Taunton  gave  it  to  the  prisoner,  a  clerk  of  the  com- 
pany, to  take  to  the  overseer,  but,  instead  of  doing  so,  he  converted  it  to  his  own  use : — Held, 
that,  even  if  the  cheque  was  void  under  the  13th  section  of  the  stat.  55  Geo.  8,  c.  184,  the 
prisoner  might  be  properly  convicted  on  the  count  for  stealing  a  piece  of  paper. 
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1845.  I^  appeared  that  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company 

being  indebted  for  poor-rates  to  the  overseers  of  the  pa- 
rish of  Taunton  St.  James  in  the  sum  of  18/.  9s.  7d,,  a 
cheque  for  that  amount  was  by  the  proper  authority  drawn 
at  Paddington  upon  their  London  bankers^  and  then  trans- 
mitted through  the  hands  of  various  officers  of  the  com- 
pany to  the  superintendent  at  the  Taunton  station;  he 
received  it  on  Saturday,  the  1st  of  March,  and  at  the  time 
when  the  prisoner,  the  chief  clerk  there,  was  going  into 
the  town  to  his  dinner,  placed  it  in  his  hands,  ordering 
him  to  pay  it  to  the  overseer,  and  to  bring  him  a  stamped 
receipt  on  his  return.  On  his  return,  the  superintendent 
asked  the  prisoner  if  he  had  paid  the  overseer;  he  an- 
swered, "  Yes ;''  and  being  asked  for  the  receipt,  said,  that 
the  overseer,  not  having  one  by  him,  had  promised  to  for- 
ward it  to  a  certain  inn  in  the  town  for  him.  In  truth, 
the  prisoner  had  not  paid  it,  and  on  Monday  morning  got 
it  changed  by  a  tradesman  in  Taunton,  and  applied  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use. 

W.  C,  Bowe  and  Edwards,  for  the  prisoner,  objected,  that 
the  cheque  being  issued  in  Taunton,  though  made  within 
fifteen  miles  of  the  banking-house  in  London,  was  not  a 
valuable  security,  and  could  not  be  used  in  evidence. 
They  cited  the  stat.  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  13,  and  the  case 
oi  Ex  parte  Bignold  (a). 

Coleridge,  J.,  overruled  the  objection,  and  reserved 
the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  fifteen  judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 
Kinglake,  Seijt.,  and  PAinit,  for  the  prosecution. 

(a)  1  Deac.  Rep.  735,  in  which  mand  cash  for  it,  as  a  bill  of  ex- 
case  the  Chief  Judge  (afterwards  change  is  not  issued  until  it  is  in 
Mr.  Justice)  Ertkine  says,  "  Itap-  the  hands  of  the  party  entitled  to 
pears  to  me,  that  the  issuing  a  receive  the  payment  of  it,  for  till 
cheque  means  the  placing  it  in  the  then  it  may  be  altered  without  re- 
hands  of  the  party  entitled  to  dc-  quiring  a  fresh  stamp.*' 


\ 
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W.  C.  Howe  and  Edwards^  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies — Beadan  8f  Sweety  and  TrenchardJ] 


BEFOEE  LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.;  TINDAL^  C.  J.;  POLLOCK^  C.  B.;        Jpril  26. 
ALDERSON^  B.  ;  FATTESON^  B.;  WILLIAMS^  J.;  COLERIDGE, 
J.  j  COLTMAN,  J.j  ROLTE,  B.:    WIOHTMAN,  J.;  CRESSWELL, 
J.;  ERLE,  J. ;  AND  PLATT,  B, 

TF.  C.  Rowe. — I  submit  that  this  cheque  was  void,  and 
that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  properly  convicted  of  steal- 
ing it. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  not  a  piece  of  paper  of  the 
▼alue  of  one  penny. 

Aldeeson,  6. — There  is  no  difference  in  the  offence  of 
stealing  a  cheque  and  stealing  a  piece  of  paper,  and  the 
count  which  states  this  to  be  a  piece  of  paper  puts  an  end 
to  all  question. 

FT.  C.  Rowe. — The  only  two  cases  at  all  resembling  the 
present  case  are  Rex  v.  Clark  {b)  and  Rex  v.  Bingley  (c).  In 
the  former  of  these  cases  it  was  held,  that  a  person  who 
stole  re-issuable  notes  after  they  had  been  paid  might  be  con- 
victed of  larceny,  in  stealing  the  piece  of  paper  bearing  the 
stamps;  and  in  the  latter,  that  a  piece  of  paper  on  which 
the  prosecutor  had  written  a  memorandum  as  to  some 
money  due  to  him  was  the  subject  of  larceny.  In  those 
cases  the  paper  might  be  of  some  value  to  the  owner; 
but  it  is  here  rendered  valueless  by  a  void  security  being 
written  on  it.  Mr.  Serjeant  Hawkins,  in  treating  of  those 
things  which  are  the  subject  of  larceny,  says  (rf),  "  They 
ought  to  have  some  worth  in  themselves,  and  not  to  derive 

(h)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  181.  (c?)  1  Hawk.  P.  C. ;  Bk.  1.  ch. 

(c)  5  C.  &  P.  602.  33,  8.  22. 
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1846.  ^^^  whole  ralna  from  the  relation  they  beer  to  acme 
other  thing  which  cannot  be  stolen,  as  paper  or  parch- 
ment on  which  are  written  assurances  concerning  knds, 
or  obligations,  or  covenants,  or  other  securities  for  a  debt, 
or  other  chose  in  action/' 

WioHTHAN,  J. — ^Not  as  valuable  securities;  but  are  thqr 
not  pieces  of  paper? 

CresswelLj  J. — If  a  blank  cheque  had  been  stolen, 
would  that  be  a  larceny  ? 

W.  C.  Rowe. — I  think  it  would. 

Cresswell,  J. — ^Would  it  be  worse  for  being  filled  up? 
bankers'  paid  notes  were  held  to  be  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny of  the  stamps  and  paper,  and  I  do  not  aee  how  the 
stamps  carry  the  thing  further,  except  by  making  the 
paper  of  greater  value. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — There  are  two  charges  here^ — ^the  one  t 
charge  of  stealing  a  valuable  security,  the  other  a  charge 
of  stealing  a  piece  of  paper.  You  may  get  rid  of  the  first 
by  its  being  a  bad  cheque,  but  how  can  you  get  rid  of 
the  other? 

W.  C.  Rowe. — It  appeared  to  me  that  the  effect  of  coq- 
verting  the  paper  into  a  cheque  was  to  make  it  valuable, 
if  at  all,  as  a  security  for  money,  and  that,  the  moment 
the  paper  had  a  cheque  written  upon  it,  it  became  a  chose 
in  action,  which  is  not  the  subject  of  larceny. 

Alderson,  B.— The  nature  of  the  paper  is  not  so 
wholly  absorbed  in  the  chose  in  action  as  you  put  it. 

JF.  C.  Rowe. — If  the  paper  is  not  wholly  absorbed  in 
the  chose  in  action,  I  should  submit  that  it  was  of  so  infi- 


^ 
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niteflimal  ralue  as  to  fall  within  the  role  de  minimis  non        ^845. 
curat  lex. 


Lord  DenhaNj  C.  J. — Your  client  got  13/.  9s.  7d.  for  it. 

W.  C.  Howe. — This  cheque  never  could  fulfil  any  good 
purpose,  for  want  of  a  stamp.  I  submit,  therefore,  that  it 
was  valueless,  and  not  the  subject  of  larceny  {e) . 

Lord  Denhan,  C.  J. — We  will  consider  this  case,  but 
we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  hear  Mr.  Phinn. 

P/dnn,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  heard. 

The  case  was  considered  by  the  judges,  who  held  the 
conviction  right,  as,  at  all  events,  there  was  a  stealing  of 
a  piece  of  paper,  which  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  count 
for  larceny. 

(e)  See  the  case  Q^Rex  r.  Mead,  4  C.  &  P.  535. 


Rboina 

V. 

Pbbut. 
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1843. 

NORTHERN  SUMMER  CIRCUIT, 

1843. 


DURHAM  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.   JUSTICE    WIOHTHAN. 


Begina  V.  Dunn. 

A.,  being  In-  JTERJURY. — A  truc  bill  was  found  by  the  grand  juiy 
fu^^aUhJ'*''  against  the  defendant,  at  the  Durham  Spring  Asaizes,  in 
spring  assitet,    1843,  UDOU  which  a  bench-warrant  was  issued,  and  the  pri- 

1843,  at  those 

Msites  entered  soner  being  immediately  apprehended,  he  (at  the  same  as- 
sancerto^'ry  at  ^izes)  traversed  to  the  next  summer  assizes  for  that  county. 
theiummer      Before  the  next  summer  assizes  it  was  discovered,  that 

assizes,  1844; 

but,  it  being      there  were  defects  in  the  indictment,  and,  accordingly,  i 

discovered  be* 

fore  that  time  fresh  Dill  vas  prepared  and  found  by  the  grand  juijr  against 
meit'wJ'de'!''  ^^^  defendant  at  the  Durham  Assizes  in  July,  1843. 

fective,  anotber 

?rfpa«rand"  Archbold  (with  whom  was  Hindmarsh),  for  the  prosecu- 
found  at  those    tiou,  proposcd  to  try  the  prisoner  upon  the  second  indict* 

assizes,  on  *      *  .^  *  & 

which  the  pro-     mCUt. 
sccutor  wished 
the  defendant 

to  be  tried :—  R.  Muttfiews,  for  the  prisoucr,  objected,  that  the  defend* 
defendant  wa!   ^^^  appeared  iu  pursuance  of  his  recognizance,  and  tra- 

entitled  to  have 

the  first  indictment  disposed  of  before  he  could  be  tried  on  the  second ;  but  the  judge  quashed 
the  firstindictment  upon  the  terms  of  the  prosecutor  paying  the  defendant  his  costs  of  the  traTenc 
and  recognizance,  and  the  defendant  proceeding  to  trial  on  the  second  indictment  without  tra- 
versing. 

A  nolle  prosequi  can  onlj  be  entered  by  the  authority  of  the  Attorney-General. 

An  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  a  writ  of  trial,  stated  the  trial 
to  have  taken  place  before  the  high  sheriff.  It  was  proved,  that,  when  the  defendant  gave 
evidence  on  the  writ  of  trial,  neither  the  high  sheriff  nor  the  under-sheriff  were  present,  bat 
that  the  writ  of  trial  was  executed  before  Mr.  S.,  the  sheriff's  assessor,  who  was  proved  to 
have  been  in  the  constant  practice  of  acting  as  the  sheriff's  assessor  and  deputy  ;  but  the  writ 
of  trial  was  directed  to  the  sheriff,  and  it  was  stated  in  the  postea,  that  the  trial  took  place  be- 
fore him : — Heldf  that  the  allegation  in  the  indictment  was  supported,  and  that  it  suffideaily 
appeared  that  Mr.  S.  had  authority  to  execute  the  writ  of  trial. 
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versed  to  the  first  indictment,  and  was,  therefore,  entitled         ^3^3^ 
to  have  the  first  indictment  tried  or  disposed  of  before  he 
was  tried  on  the  second. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
have  the  first  indictment  disposed  of  before  he  could  be 
tried  on  the  second. 

Archbold  then  proposed  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  upon 
the  first  indictment,  but 

WioHTMAN,  J.,  held,  that  a  noUe  prosequi  could  only  be 
entered  by  the  authority  of  the  Attorney-General. 

Archbold  then  moved  to  quash  the  former  indictment, 
upon  the  ground  of  defects  apparent  on  the  face  of  it. 

12.  Matthews,  for  the  defendant,  admitted  that  the  first 
indictment  was  bad,  but  submitted,  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  be  tried  upon  it,  so  that  he  might  have  the 
benefit  of  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit,  or  autrefois  convict, 
upon  the  trial  of  the  second  indictment ;  and  that,  at  all 
events,  the  prosecutor  could  not  be  permitted  to  have  the 
first  indictment  quashed,  except  upon  the  terms  of  paying 
the  defendant's  costs. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  said,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
as  of  right  to  be  tried  on  the  defective  indictment,  and 
that  he  could  not  derive  any  benefit  from  such  a  trial,  and 
that  the  first  indictment  should  be  quashed ;  but  that,  if 
the  defendant  would  at  once  go  to  trial  upon  the  second 
indictment,  without  traversing  to  the  next  assizes,  the 
indictment  should  only  be  quashed  upon  the  terms  of  the 
prosecutor  paying  to  the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  tra- 
verse and  recognizance  (a). 

(a)    See  the  cases    of  Rex  v.      2  East,  226,  and  Rex  v.  Glemiy  3  B. 
Webb,  3  Burr.  1468 ;  Rexy.  Wynn,     &  Aid.  373. 
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^g^^  The  amoant  of  the  costs  was  at  once  determined  by  the 

derk  of  the  Oown  for  the  county  palatine,  and  paid  to 
the  defendant,  upon  which  the  first  indictment  was  qnadi* 
ed,  and  the  defendant  was  immediately  tried  upon  the 
second  indictment. 

The  indictment  upon  which  the  defendant  was  then 
tried  alleged,  that  a  certain  action  for  a  certain  debt  and 
demand  was  depending  in  the  Queen's  Court  of  Pleas  at 
Durham,  whereby  one  John  Nicholson  was  plaintiff,  and 
one  Francis  Snaith,  defendant,  wherein  the  sum  aomi^  to 
be  recovered  did  not  exceed  20/. ;  and  that  before  Edwud 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then  and  still  being  sheriff  of  the 
county  .of  Durham,  a  certain  issue  before  then  joined  in 
the  said  action  came  on  to  be  tried,  and  was,  by  virtue 
and  in  pursuance  of  a  writ  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  duly 
tried  before  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then 
being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  by  a  jury  of  the  said 
county.  It  then  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  produced 
as  a  witness,  and  was  sworn  before  the  said  Edward  Shep- 
perdson, Esq.,  so  then  and  there  being  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  having  com- 
petent authority  to  administer  the  oath,  and  that,  being 
so  sworn,  the  defendant  falsely,  &c.,  before  the  jurors  so 
sworn  to  try  the  said  issue,  and  before  the  said  Edward 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  so  then  and  there  being  such  sheriff 
as  aforesaid,  did  depose  and  swear,  &c.  [setting  out  the  evi- 
dence given  by  the  present  defendant,  which  was  to  the 
effect,  that  the  present  defendant  saw  the  original  defend- 
ant pay  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  assign- 
ed perjury  upon  it  (ft) .] 


(5)  The  indictment  was  in  the  fol-  March,  in  ^e  sixth  year  at  the 

lowing  form : — **  The  jurors,  &c.,  reign  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  t 

upon  their  oath,  present,  that  here-  certain  action  of  deht  for  a  certain 

tofore,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  day  of  debt  and  demand  was  depending 
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On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  the  writ  of  trial  in  the 
action  of  Nicholson  v.  SnaUh  (in  the  Court  of  Pleas  at  Dur- 


1843. 


in  the  court  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen  before  her  justices  at  Dur- 
haniy  that  is  to  say,  in  our  said  lady 
the  Queen's  Court  of  Pleas  at  Dur- 
ham,  wherein  one  John  Nichol- 
son was  plaintiff,  and  one  Francis 
Snaith  was  defendant,  and  wherein 
the  sum  of  money  sought  to  be  re- 
covered, and  indorsed  on  the  writ 
of  summons,  did  not  exceed  £20  ; 
and  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
said  8th  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of  St.  Aswald, 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  before 
Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then 
and  still  being  sheriff  of  the  said 
coimty  of  Durham,  a  certain  issue 
before  then  joined  between  the 
said  John  Nicholson  and  Francis 
Snaithy  in  the  said  action,  came  on 
to  be  tried  in  due  form  of  law,  and 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  was  then  and  there,  by  virtue 
and  in  pursuance  of  a  writ  of  our 
■aid  lady  the  Queen,  directed  to 
the  said  sheriff  of  the  said  county 
of  Durham  in  tliat  behalf,  in  due 
form  of  law,  and  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  duly  tried  be- 
fore the  said  Edward  Shepperdson, 
Esq.,  so  then  being  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  a  jury  of  the  said 
county  of  Durham,  in  that  behalf 
duly  summoned,  taken,  and  sworn 
between  the  parties  aforesaid. 

"  And  that,  upon  the  said  trial  of 
the  said  issue,  one  William  Dunn, 
late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Aswald, 
in  the  said  county  of  Durham,  la- 
bourer, then  and  there  appeared, 
and  was  produced  as  a  witness  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Francis 
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Snaith,  and  was  then  and  there 
duly  sworn,  and  took  his  corporal 
oath  upon  the  holy  Gospel  of  God, 
before  the  said  Edward  Shepperd- 
son, so  then  and  there  being  such 
sheriff  as  aforesaid,  that  the  evi- 
dence which  he  the  said  William 
Dunn  should  give  to  the  said  she- 
riff and  to  the  said  jury  so  sworn 
as  aforesaid,  touching  the  matter  in 
question  between  the  said  parties, 
should  be  the  truth,  the  whole 
truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth 
(he  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson 
so  then  and  there  being  such  she- 
riff as  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there 
having  sufficient  and  competent 
authority  to  administer  the  said 
oath  to  the  said  William  Dunn  in 
that  behalf)  ;  and  that,  at  and 
upon  the  said  trial  of  the  said  issue 
so  joined  between  the  said  parties 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  first  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
it  then  and  there  became  and  was 
a  material  question,  whether  the 
said  Francis  Snaith  had  paid  to  the 
said  John  Nicholson  divers,  or  any, 
sums  or  sum  of  money,  in  the 
whole  amounting  to  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
9/.  1  Ss,  6d,  in  full  satisfaction  of  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  9/.  18*.  6(^.,  theretofore  due 
and  owing  from  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  to  the  said  John  Nicholson, 
and  also  whether  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  had  paid  or  delivered  to  the 
said  John  Nicholson  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money,  or  any  promissory 
note  or  promissory  notes  in  pay- 
ment or  satisfaction,  or  in  part  pay- 
ment or  satisfaction,  of  a  certain 
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ham)  was  given  in  evidenoe  with  the  postea  indorsed^  from 
whi<3h  it  appeared  that  the  jury  had  found  a  rerdict  for  the 


sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  turn  of 
91,  18#.  6(/m  theretofore  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  Francis  Snaith 
to  the  said  John  Nicholson. 

**  And  that  the  said  William 
Dunn,  having  been  sworn  as  afore- 
said, not  haying  the  fear  of  God  be* 
fore  his  eyes,  not  regarding  the  laws 
of  this  realm,  but  being  mored  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the 
devil,  and  contHving  and  intending 
to  prevent  the  due  course  of  law 
and  justice,  and  unjustly  to  aggrieve 
the  said  John  Nicholson,  the  said 
plaintiff  in  the  said  action,  and  to 
deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  the 
said  suit  then  in  question,  and  to 
subject  him  to  the  payment  of 
sundry  heavy  costs,  chai^ges,  and 
expenses,  then  and  there  on  the 
said  trial  of  the  said  issue,  upoki  his 
oath  aforesaid,  falsely,  corruptly, 
knowingly,  wilfblly,  and  mali^ 
ciously,  before  the  said  jurors  so 
sworn  to  try  the  said  issue  as  afore- 
said, and  before  the  said  Edward 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  so  then  and 
there  being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid, 
did  depose  and  swear  (amongst 
other  things)  in  substance  and  to 
the  effect  following;  (that  is  to  say), 

**  *  I  saw  Snaith 'a  wife  bring  out 
some  money  and  give  it  toher  hus«> 
band,  (thereby  meaning  that  the 
laid  Wm.  Dunn  had  seen  the  wife 
of  the  said  Francis  Snaith  bring 
out  some  money,  and  give  it  to  the 
said  Francis  Snaith,  her  husband); 
Snaith  took  the  £5  note,  and  laid 
it  on  the  table,  (thereby  meaning 
that  the  said  Francis  Snaith  took  a 
promissory  note  for  the  payment  of 
£5,  and  laid  it  on  a  table),  shoved 
it  along,  (thereby  meaning  that  the 


said  Francis  Snaith  shoved  a  pro- 
missory note  for  the  pajrment  of 
M5  along  a  certain  table  to  the  said 
J.  Nicholson),  and  said  to  Nichol- 
son, (thereby  meaning  that  the  said 
F.  Snaith  said  to  the  said  J.  Nichol- 
son), ^liook  at  that,'  (meaning 
such  promiasoiy  note  as  afiffeaaid), 
and  also  five  sovereigns,  (thereby 
meaning  that  the  said  F.  Snaidi 
had  also  shoved  along  the  said 
table  to  the  said  J.  Nichobonfift 
pieces  of  the  current  CMn  of  the 
realm  caUed  sovereigns^  of  the  va- 
lue of  one  pound  each) ;  and  the 
said  J.  Nicbolaott  returned  5«.  for 
the  good  of  the  company. 

<<  <  It  would  be  near  eleven  o'dock 
on  the  Friday  when  we  went  bio 
Snaith 's  house.  This  was  the  week 
before  Dlaachland  Fair,  (thereby 
meaning  a  fairholden  at  Blanehland, 
on  the  24th  day  of  August,  in  the 
year  1842).*  He,  the  said  Wm. 
Dunn,  by  so  deposing  and  swearing 
in  manner  aforesaid,  then  and  there 
meaning  that  the  said  F.  Snaith 
had  given  and  delivered  and  paid 
to  the  said  J.  Nichtdson  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  payment  of  £5, 
and  five  pieces  of  the  said  current 
c(^n  called  sovereigns,  as  and  for 
a  payment  in  naoney,  and  in  pa3r- 
ment,  satisfaction,  and  diachargeof 
the  said  sum  of  money,  so  thereto- 
fore due  and  owing  from  the  said 
Francis  Snaith  to  the  said  John 
Nicholson  as  aforesaid ;  and  ^t  the 
said  Francis  Snaith  had  offered  and 
delivered  and  paid  to  the  said  Jotm 
Nicholson  a  promissory  note  for 
the  payment  of  £5^  and  ^rt  pieces 
of  the  said  current  coin  called  so- 
vereigns, as  and  for  a  payment  in 
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defendant  in  that  action  upon  the  plea  of  payment.    The 
record  in  that  action  was  also  given  in  evidence,  firom 


1843. 


money,  and  so  that,  by  means 
thereof,  and  by  the  acceptance 
bj  the  said  John  Nicholson  of  such 
note  and  five  pieces  of  the  said  cur- 
rent coin  called  sovereigns,  and  of 
a  competent  part  thereof  in  value, 
to  wit,  9/.  18«.  Bd.,  part  thereof, 
as  and  fior  a  payment  in  money, 
and  in  payment,  satisfaction,  and 
discharge  of  the  said  sum  of  money 
so  theretofore  due  and  owing  from 
the  said  Francis  Snaith  to  the  said 
John  Nicholson  as  aforesaid,  the 
same  sum  of  money  so  theretofore 
due  and  owing  from  the  said 
Francis  Snaith  to  the  said  John 
Nicholson  as  aforesaid  might  and 
would  be  paid,  satisfied,  and  dis- 
charged. 

**  Whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Francis  Snaith  did  not,  on 
the  Friday  in  the  week  before  the 
said  Blanchland  Fair  was  so  holden 
as  aforesaid,  shove  a  promissory 
note  for  the  payment  of  iS5  along  a 
table  to  the  said  John  Nicholson  ; 
and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  said  Francis  Snaith  did  not 
Chen,  on  the  said  Friday  in  the  said 
week  before  the  said  Blanchland 
Fair  was  so  holden  as  aforesaid,  say 
to  the  said  John  Nicholson, '  Look 
at  that;'  and  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  said  Francis  Snaith 
did  not,  on  the  said  Friday  in  the 
•aid  week  before  the  said  Blanch- 
land Fair  was  so  holden  as  aforesaid, 
above  along  a  table  to  the  said 
John  Nicholson  five  pieces  of  the 
said  current  coin  called  sovereigns; 
and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
tho  said  Francis  Snaith  did  not 
give  or  deliver,  or  pay  then,  or  at 
any  other  time,  to  the  said  John 
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Nicholson  a  promissory  note  for  the 
payment  of  £5,  and  five  pieces  of 
the  said  current  coin  called  sove- 
reigns, as  and  for  a  payment  in 
money,  or  otherwise  in  payment 
or  satisfaction  or  discharge  of  the 
said  sum  of  money  so  theretofore 
due  and  owing  firom  the  said  Fran- 
cis Snaith  to  the  said  John  Nichol- 
son as  aforesaid ;  and  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  did  not  then,  or  at  any 
other  time,  offer  or  deliver  or  pay 
to  the  said  John  Nicholson  a  pro- 
missory note  for  the  payment  of 
£5,  and  five  pieces  of  the  said  cur- 
rent coin  called  sovereigns,  as  or 
for  a  payment  in  money,  or  any 
other  promissory  note  or  notes,  or 
the  sum  of  9/.  18«.  6d.,  or  any 
other  monies,  so  that,  by  means 
thereof,  or  by  the  acceptance  by 
the  said  John  Nicholson  of  such 
promissory  note  and  five  pieces  of 
current  coin  called  sovereigns,  or 
of  any  part  thereof,  as  or  for  a  pay- 
ment in  money  or  otherwise,  or  of 
any  such  other  promissory  note  or 
notes  or  monies,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  in  payment,  satisfuctioo, 
or  discharge  of  the  said  sum  of 
money  so  theretofore  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  Francis  Snaith 
to  the  said  John  Nicholson  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof, 
the  same  sum  of  money  so  due 
and  owing  from  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  to  the  said  John  Nicholson, 
as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof, 
might  or  could  or  would  be  paid  or 
satisfied  or  discharged.  And  so 
the  jurors  first  aforesaid,  upon  their 
oath  aforesaid,  do  say,  that  the  said 
William  Dunn,  on  the  said  8th  day 
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which  it  appeared  that  jadgment  had  been  entered  for  the 
defendant  in  the  action. 

The  writ  of  trial  was  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  Durham, 
and  it  was  stated  both  in  the  postea  and  the  record  in  the 
action  that  the  trial  had  taken  place  before  Edward  Shep- 
perdson,  Esq.,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Durham. 

The  evidence  given  by  the  present  defendant  William 
Dunn,  and  upon  which  perjury  was  assigned,  was  proved 
by  a  witness,  who  stated  that  the  trial  took  place  before 
Mr.  Stapylton,  the  sheriff^s  assessor,  neither  the  sheriff  nor 
the  under-sheriff  being  present.  The  witness  also  stated 
that  Mr.  Stapylton  had  been  in  the  constant  practice  of 
acting  as  the  sheriff^s  assessor  and  deputy. 


R.  Matthews,  for  the  defendant  Dunn,  objected  that  there 
was  a  variance  between  the  indictment  and  the  proof,  the 
indictment  stating  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  before 
the  sheriff  himself,  the  proof  being  that  he  was  sworn  be- 
fore  a  deputy  only. 

Hindmarshy  for  the  prosecution. — ^The  constant  and  no- 
torious practice  has  always  been  to  try  causes  upon  writs 
of  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  or  some  other  deputy,  and 
there  is  no  material  difference  between  an  under-sheriff  and 
the  deputy-sheriff  in  this  respect,  and  the  form  of  postea 
or  indorsement  of  the  verdict  as  given  by  the  general  roles 


of  March,  in  the  year  first  afore- 
said, in  the  parish  of  St  Aswald 
aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of 
Durham,  before  the  said  Edward 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  (so  then  and 
there  being  such  sheriff  as  afore- 
said, and  then  and  there  having 
such  power  and  authority  as  afore- 
said), by  his  own  act  and  consent, 
and  of  his  own  most  wicked  and 
corrupt  mind,  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid,  falsely,  wickedly,  know- 


ingly, wilfully,  and  corruptly  did 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  peijury, 
to  the  great  displeasure  of  Al- 
mighty God,  in  contempt  of  our 
lady  the  Queen  and  her  laws,  to 
the  evil  and  pernicious  example 
of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offend- 
ing against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dig- 
nity." 
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of  the  superior  courts  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will.  4,  (1834),  ^343^ 
always  states  the  trial  to  have  taken  place  before  the  sheriff 
himself.  It  could  hardly  be  contended  that  an  under-sheriff 
or  deputy  has  no  power  to  try  a  cause  upon  a  writ  of  trial ; 
for,  if  that  were  so,  every  trial  upon  such  a  writ  which  has 
taken  place  since  the  passing  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  42,  is  void,  and  as  the  statute  does  not  mention  the 
under  or  deputy  sheriff,  the  postea  or  indorsement  of  the 
verdict  states  the  trial  to  have  taken  place  before  the 
sheriff,  on  the  ground  that  the  act  of  the  sheriff^s  deputy 
is  the  act  of  himself,  according  to  the  maxim  qui  facit  per 
alium  facit  per  se  (c) .  The  proper  way  of  alleging,  in  plead- 
ing, the  performance  of  an  act  which  may  lawfully  be  done 
by  deputy  is,  to  allege  that  the  act  was  done  by  the  principal 
himself,  as  in  this  case  it  is  in  substance  alleged  that  the 
cause  was  tried  and  oath  was  administered  by  the  sheriff 
himself.  I  also  submit,  that,  as  the  records  which  have 
been  given  in  evidence  state  that  the  trial  has  taken  place 
before  the  sheriff  himself,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  given 
to  contradict  these  records.  With  respect  to  the  second 
objection,  I  submit  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of 
Mr.  Stapylton's  authority,  it  having  been  shewn  that  he 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  acting  as  assessor  and  deputy  of 
the  sheriff. 

R,  MatthewSj  in  reply. — ^The  indictment  ought  to  have 
alleged,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  be- 
fore Mr.  Stapylton  as  the  deputy  of  the  sheriff,  and  not 
before  the  sheriff  himself;  and  the  defendant  being  no 
party  to  the  former  suit,  he  is  not  estopped  from  shewing 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  before  a  deputy  of 
the  sheriff,  and  not  before  the  sheriff  himself,  as  stated  in 
the  indictment.  I  also  submit,  that  the  appointment  of 
Mr.  Stapylton  as  deputy-sheriff  should  have  been  given  in 
evidence. 

(c)  See  Co.  Litt.  258.  a. 
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1843.  WioHTHAN^  J. — ^I  will  not  stop  the  cftse^  but,  if  neces- 

sary^ reserve  the  point  for  the  consideration  of  the  judges. 


Rboina 

V, 

Dunn. 


The  trial  accordingly  proceededi  and^  the  defendant  hay- 
ing been  convicted,  judgment  was  respited  until  the  next 
assizes. 

Archbold  and  Hindmarsh,  for  the  prosecution* 
iZ.  MatthewSy  for  the  prisoner. 

[Attornies —  Bowter^  and  W,  AfarshaUJ] 


At  the  ensuing  assises,  Colthan,  J.,  in  giving  judgment, 
stated  that  a  majority  of  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the 
proof  given  in  support  of  the  indictment  was  soflSdent ;  and 
the  defendant  had  judgment  for  two  years'  imprisonment 
and  hard  labour. 

Immediately  after  the  trial  in  this  case,  Hindmarsh  moved 
for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  generally ;  but  the  prose- 
cutor not  having  been  under  any  recognizance  to  prosecute, 
his  Lordship  held  that  he  could  only  order  the  payment  of 
the  expenses  of  the  witnesses  who  appeared  at  the  trial  in 
pursuance  of  their  subpoenas  {d), 

{d)  See  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  ss.  22,  23. 
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LIVEBPOOL  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    LORD   CHIEF    BARON    POLLOCK. 


Begina  V.  James  Wade,  John  Kenyon,  and  Thomas         ^«^.  22. 

Leigh. 

X  HE  prisoners  Wade  and  Kenyon  were  indicted  for  hav-  w.  stole  a 

ing  broken  and  entered  the  house  of  Thomas  Worsley  at  rnVwhiie"w. ' 

Warrington,  and  having  stolen  therefrom  one  watch,  two  ^JJ^^Jj  ^j"®  *" 

handkerchiefs^  and  other  articles  his  property,  the  prisoner  gether,  w. 

Leigh  being  indicted  for  receiving  the  watch   and  the  had '<  planted " 

handkerchiefs,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  L^ndwTflag  in 

The  prisoners  Wade  and  Kenyon  pleaded  guilty.    The  the  soot-ceiiar 

prisoner  licigh  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  was  tried.  After  this  L. 

It  was  proved  by  the  servant  of  a  pawnbroker  that  the  Tnd  went*to^  ' 

wife  of  the  prisoner  Leigh  had  pledged  the  stolen  watch  [Jj^^f  JJJ  JJ^ 

on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  robbery,  and  James  Jones,  a  watch,  and 

V^  1  -11  *®"t  his  wife  to 

constable  of  Warrington,  also  proved  that  he  had  seen  all  pawn  it  :— 

the  thi^e  prisoners  together,  they  being  in  custody  to-  ^IhuS^ 

gether  at  Manchester,  when  Leigh  said  that  he  had  left  ****  ^^^^^  *"  , 

«•  '  °  consequence  of 

Kenyon's  house  with  Kenyon  before  the  robbery,  that  he  w.'s  informa- 

ii/K.  "I  TX1/1  -iM/t  tion,  W,  telling 

had  afterwards  gone  to  Dunham  (about  eight  miles  from  l.  in  order 

Manchester)  and  returned.     Leigh  was  then  discharged,  uge^heinfor-' 

But  the  witness  subsequently  went  to  Manchester  again,  mation  by  tak- 

and  caused  him  to  be  again  apprehended ;  and  Leigh^s  L.  was  indict. 

wife  then,  in  the  presence  of  Leigh,  told  this  witness  that  a  receiver  of 

she  had  taken  the  watch  and  pawned  it  for  10*.    She  added,  bul^thaMf'this 

that  Leigh  had  also  told  her  to  take  two  handkerchiefs,  and  ^as  an  act  done 

.  .  by  L.,  in  oppo- 

that,  as  she  was  about  to  go  with  them,  a  policeman  came,  sition  to  w., 

and  she  left  them  in  a  cellar  next  door  to  her  husband^s  wii^fitlnight 

be  a  question 
whether  it 
would  be  a  receiving. 
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house.  Upon  that  information^  the  witness  went  to  the 
cellar^  and  found  the  handkerchiefs.  Afterwards^  when 
Leigh  was  in  custody  in  the  lockups  with  Wade,  Leigh 
told  the  same  witness  that  while  he  (Leigh)  was  before  with 
Wade  in  the  same  place.  Wade  had  told  him  (Leigh)  that 
he  had  '^  planted  ^'  the  watch  and  handkerchiefs  under  a 
flag  in  the  soot-cellar  in  his  (Leigh's)  house ;  and  that  when 
he  (Leigh)  was  discharged,  as  before  mentioned,  he  had 
gone  and  taken  the  things,  and  had  desired  his  wife  to 
pledge  the  watch  for  as  much  as  she  could  get  upon  it. 

The  watch  and  handkerchiefs  were  identified  as  the  pro- 
perty of  the  prosecutor. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^I  doubt  whether,  when  the  possession 
has  been  transferred  by  an  act  of  larceny,  the  possession 
can  be  considered  to  remain  in  the  owner.  Were  it  so,  then 
every  receiver  of  stolen  goods,  knowing  them  to  be  stolen, 
would  be  a  thief;  and  so  on,  in  series  from  one  to  another, 
all  would  be  thieves.  K  this  was  an  act  done  by  the  pri- 
soner (Leigh)  in  opposition  to  Wade,  or  against  his  will, 
then  it  might  be  a  question  whether  it  were  a  receiving. 
But  if  Leigh  took  the  articles  in  consequence  of  informa- 
tion given  by  Wade,  Wade  telling  Leigh  in  order  that  the 
latter  might  use  the  information  by  taking  the  goods,  then 
it  is  a  receiving. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Wilkins  and  Aspinall,  for  the  prosecution. 
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YORK  ASSIZES. 


BEFORE    MR.    JUSTICE    COLERIDGE. 


Reoina  V,  Carter. 


F 


ORGERY. — The  prisoner  was  charged  in  two  of  the  On  the  trial  of 
counts  of  the  indictment  with  uttering  the  forged  instru-  fo^  forgery*" 
ment  set  out  below,  and  which  was  described  as  an  order  V*r** '"i^^uo** 

'  defraud  "  H. 

for  the  payment  of  money ;   the  intent  was  laid  in  the  i>»  one  of  the 

_  *       _  public  oflBcers  of 

first  count  to  be  to  defraud  one  Henry  Dresser,  as  one  of  the  Y.  District 
the  public  officers  of  the   Yorkshire  District  Bank ;   in  ^as  wiie"',  ^lid 
the  latter,  to  defraud  Henry  Dresser  and  others.     The  in-  *^***^^  himself 

,  ,  to  be  so,  and 

strument  was  in  the  following  form  : —  an  examined 

copy  of  the  re- 

"  Thomton-le-Moor,  July  20,  1844.       turn  forwarded 
"Mr.  Johnson,  '-^^Sump 

"  Sir, — Please  to  pay  to  James  Jackson  the  sum  of  J613,  ^^e  stai.  7  Geo. 

4,  c.  46,  in 

by  order  of  Christopher  Sadler,  Thornton-le-Moor,  brewer,  which  he  was 

II     11  -hr      ji  stated  to  be  so, 

shall  see  you  on  Monday.  ^as  put  in. 

"  Your  obliged,  ™theMhe**"^ 

The  District  Bank.  "  Chr.  Sadler.''       affidavit  at  the 

close  of  the  re- 
turn, which  is  directed  by  schedule  A.  of  that  statute,  nor  the  signature,  and  the  date  was  left 
blank ;  but  it  was  not  objected,  that  the  return  did  not  relate  to  the  period  of  the  uttering  :— 
Heldf  by  the  fifteen  judges,  to  be  sufficient  proof  that  H.  D.  was  the  public  officer. 

Whether,  in  a  case  of  forgery,  with  intent  to  defraud  a  company  acting  under  the  stat.  7 
Geo.  4,  c.  46,  it  is  allowable  to  lay  the  intent  to  defraud  one  of  the  shareholders  '*  and  others," 
or  whether  the  intent  must  be  laid  to  defraud  one  of  the  public  officers,  quare. 

A  paper  in  the  following  form :  **  Mr.  Johnson.  Please  to  pay  to  James  Jackson  the  sum  of 
J^13,  by  order  of  Christopher  Sadler,  Thornton-le-Moor,  brewer.  I  shall  see  you  on  Monday. 
Your  obliged,  Chr.  Sadler.  The  District  Bank,"  is  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  with- 
in the  sut.  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  s.  8. 
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1^43.  ^^^  amount  of  the  costs  was  at  once  determined  by  the 

derk  of  the  Crown  for  the  county  palatine^  and  paid  to 
the  defendant,  upon  which  the  first  indictment  was  quash- 
ed, and  the  defendant  was  immediately  tried  upon  the 
second  indictment. 

The  indictment  upon  which  the  defendant  was  then 
tried  alleged,  that  a  certain  action  for  a  certain  debt  and 
demand  was  depending  in  the  Queen's  Court  of  Pleas  at 
Durham,  whereby  one  John  Nicholson  was  plaintiff,  and 
one  Francis  Snaitb,  defendant,  wherein  the  sum  aougbt  to 
be  recovered  did  not  exceed  20/. ;  and  that  before  Edward 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then  and  still  being  sheriff  of  the 
county  .of  Durham,  a  certain  issue  before  then  joined  in 
the  said  action  came  on  to  be  tried,  and  was,  by  virtue 
and  in  pursuance  of  a  writ  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  duly 
tried  before  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then 
being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  by  a  jury  of  the  said 
county.  It  then  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  produced 
as  a  witness,  and  was  sworn  before  the  said  Edward  Shep- 
perdson, Esq.,  so  then  and  there  being  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  having  com- 
petent authority  to  administer  the  oath,  and  that,  being 
so  sworn,  the  defendant  falsely,  &c.,  before  the  jurors  so 
sworn  to  try  the  said  issue,  and  before  the  said  Edward 
Shepperdson,  Esq.,  so  then  and  there  being  such  sheriff 
as  aforesaid,  did  depose  and  swear,  &c.  [setting  out  the  evi- 
dence given  by  the  present  defendant,  which  was  to  the 
effect,  that  the  present  defendant  saw  the  original  defend- 
ant pay  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  assign- 
ed perjury  upon  it  (4) .] 


(5)  The  indictment  was  in  the  fol-  March,  in  ^e  sizth  year  at  the 

lowing  form : — *'  The  jurors,  &c.,  reign  of  our  said  lady  Uie  Queen,  a 

upon  their  oath,  present,  that  here-  certain  action  of  deht  for  a  certain 

tofore,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  day  of  debt  and  demand  waa  depending 
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On  the  part  of  the  prosecation^  the  writ  of  trial  in  the 
action  of  Nicholson  v.  Snaiih  (in  the  Coart  of  Pleas  at  Dur- 


1843. 


in  the  court  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen  before  her  justices  at  Dur- 
ham, that  is  to  say,  in  our  said  lady 
the  Queen's  Court  of  Pleas  at  Dur- 
ham, wherein  one  John  Nichol- 
son was  plaintiff,  and  one  Francis 
Snaith  was  defendant,  and  wherein 
the  sum  of  money  sought  to  be  re- 
covered, and  indorsed  on  the  writ 
of  summons,  did  not  exceed  £20  ; 
and  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
said  8th  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of  St.Aswald, 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  before 
Edward  Shepperdson,  Esq.,  then 
and  still  being  sheriff  of  the  said 
county  of  Durham,  a  certain  issue 
before  then  joined  between  the 
said  John  Nicholson  and  Francis 
Snaith,  in  the  said  action,  came  on 
to  be  tried  in  due  form  of  law,  and 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  was  then  and  there,  by  virtue 
and  in  pursuance  of  a  writ  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  directed  to 
the  said  sheriff  of  the  said  county 
of  Durham  in  that  behalf,  in  due 
form  of  law,  and  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  duly  tried  be- 
fore the  said  Edward  Shepperdson, 
Esq.,  so  then  being  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  a  jury  of  the  said 
county  of  Durham,  in  that  behalf 
duly  summoned,  taken,  and  sworn 
between  the  parties  aforesaid. 

''  And  that,  upon  the  said  trial  of 
the  said  issue,  one  William  Dunn, 
late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Aswald, 
in  the  said  county  of  Durham,  la- 
bourer, then  and  there  appeared, 
and  was  produced  as  a  witness  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Francis 


VOL.  I. 
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Snaith,  and  was  then  and  there 
duly  sworn,  and  took  his  corporal 
oath  upon  the  holy  Gospel  of  God, 
before  the  said  Edward  Shepperd- 
son, so  then  and  there  being  such 
sheriff  as  aforesaid,  that  the  evi- 
dence which  he  the  said  William 
Dunn  should  give  to  the  said  she- 
riff and  to  the  said  jury  so  sworn 
as  aforesaid,  touching  the  matter  in 
question  between  the  said  parties, 
should  be  the  truth,  the  whole 
truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth 
(he  the  said  Edward  Shepperdson 
so  then  and  there  being  such  she- 
riff as  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there 
having  sufficient  and  competent 
authority  to  administer  the  said 
oath  to  the  said  William  Dunn  in 
that  behalf)  ;  and  that,  at  and 
upon  the  said  trial  of  the  said  issue 
so  joined  between  the  said  parties 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  first  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
it  then  and  there  became  and  was 
a  materia]  question,  whether  the 
said  Francis  Snaith  had  paid  to  the 
said  John  Nicholson  divers,  or  any, 
sums  or  sum  of  money,  in  the 
whole  amounting  to  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
9/.  189.  6d.  in  full  satisfaction  of  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  9/.  1 8*.  6<^.,  theretofore  due 
and  owing  from  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  to  the  said  John  Nicholson, 
and  also  whether  the  said  Francis 
Snaith  had  paid  or  delivered  to  the 
said  John  Nicholson  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money,  or  any  promissory 
note  or  promissory  notes  in  pay- 
ment or  satisfaction,  or  in  part  pay- 
ment or  satisfaction,  of  a  certain 

B  N.  P. 


Carter. 
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1844.        subject.    An  instrument  may  be  an  order^  though  in  the 
^ — ^''""^      most  precatory  terms ;  but  I  submit^  that  it  would  not  be 
V,  an  order  unless  there  were  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 

drawee. 

Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — ^Writing  to  a  man^  "Please  to 
pajr'^  so  and  so^  rather  assumes  that  there  are  funds. 

Pabke^  B. — ^This  instrument  is  like  a  cheque  on  a  banker^ 
and  saying  "  Please  to  pay "  is  only  being  very  civil  to 
your  banker. 

B.  Hall. — I  submit,  that  it  is  no  order  if  there  were  no 
funds. 

Parke,  B. — ^If  it  be  a  regular  cheque,  it  makes  no  differ- 
ence that  there  were  no  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  drawee. 
If  the  cheque  were  drawn  in  a  false  name,  it  would  be  no 
objection  that  the  imaginary  drawer  had  no  funds  at  the 
bankers.  It  really  does  not  signify  whether  there  were 
effects  or  not. 

B.  Hall. — The  second  question  is,  whether,  in  the  case 
of  a  banking  company  acting  under  the  stat.  7  Gea  4,  c. 
46,  the  intent  cannot  be  laid  to  defraud  one  partner  "  and 
others.**  The  stat.  7  Gteo.  4,  c.  46,  and  the  stat.  7  Greo.4^ 
c.  64,  passed  on  the  same  day;  and  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  9th  section  of  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  is  not  im- 
perative in  criminal  cases  as  well  as  in  civil  cases.  The 
words  '^ shall  and  may**  must  be  equally  imperative  in 
both,  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  courts  would 
construe  the  same  words  differently  in  the  same  act  of 
Parliament.  I  rely  on  the  case  of  Greaves  v.  Steward, 
which  decides  that  the  words  ''  shall  and  may  **  were  im- 
perative in  civil  cases,  and  on  the  circumstance,  that  the 
preamble  of  the  14th  section  of  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64, 
recites  a  difficulty,  which,  as  to  then  banking  companies, 


The  case  was  afterwards  considered  by  the  judges,  who 
held  the  conviction  right,  and  that  there  was  evidence  that 
Mr.  Dresser  was  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  Yorkshire 
District  Bank. 


(/)  See   the   cases  of  Rex  v.     Beard^  8  C.  &  P.  143. 
BuTffiss,  7  C.  &  P.  490  ;  Rex  v.  (g)  3  B.  &  Ad.  788. 

Jame$,  Id.  533 ;    and  Regina  v. 
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the  stat.  7  Gteo.  4,  c.  46,  had  already  remedied  (/).    The        1344^ 
first  point  was,  that  Mr.  Dresser  was  not  proved  to  be  the 
public  officer.     He  certainly  was  not  proved  to  be  so  in 
the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46. 

BoLFE,  B. — The  case  of  Edwards  v.  Buchanan  {g),  de- 
cides, that  you  are  not  limited  to  the  statutory  evidence. 

B.  Hall. — If,  after  comparing  the  cases  of  Edwards  v. 
Buchanan^  and  Steward  v.  Greaves,  the  Court  consider  the 
case  of  Edwards  v.  Buchanan  to  be  law,  I  admit,  that 
there  was  proof  of  Mr.  Dresser  having  acted  as  public 
officer. 

Parke,  B. — There  might  be  an  officer  and  an  offence 
before  there  was  any  return,  because  the  officer  is  to  make 
the  return;  and  in  that  case  the  proof  must  be  by  some 
mode  other  than  by  the  return. 
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CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 


MARCH  SESSION,  1845. 


BEFORE    BARON   PARKS. 


March  7th. 

On  a  trial  for  a 
rape,  it  was 
proved  that  the 
prisoner  made 
the  prosecutrix 
quite  drunk, 
and  that  when 
she  was  in  a 
state  of  insen- 
sibility the 
prisoner  took 
advantage  of  it 
and  violated 
her.     The  jury 
convicted  the 
prisoner,  and 
found  that  the 
prisoner  gave 
her  liquor  for 
the  purpose  of 
exciting  her, 
and  not  with 
the  intention  of 
rendering  her 
insensible,  and 
then  having 
sexual  inter- 
course with 
her.     The  iif* 
teen  judges 
held  that  the 
prisoner  was 
properly  con- 
victed of  rape. 


Rbgina  v^  William  Gamplin. 

JtvAPE. — The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  ravishing  Jane 
Matthews^  on  the  81  st  day  of  December^  1844. 

It  was  proved  that  the  prosecatrix  was  a  girl  thirteen 
years  old ;  that  the  prisoner  made  her  quite  drunk ;  and 
when  she  was  in  a  state  of  insensibility  took  advantage  of 
it  and  violated  her. 

The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  gave  her  liquor  for  the 
purpose  of  exciting  ber^  not  with  the  intention  of  render- 
ing her  insensible^  and  then  having  sexual  intercourse  with 
her. 

BaUantiney  for  the  prisoner,  submitted,  that  under  these 
circumstances  the  crime  of  rape  was  not  committed. 

Parke,  B.,  reserved  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  fif- 
teen judges. 

Verdict — Guilty. 

Payne  and  Doane,  for  the  prosecution. 
Ballantine,  for  the  prisoner. 
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BEFORE  LORD  DENMAN,  C.  J.;  TINDAL^  C.  J.;  POLLOCK,  C.  B.j  ^345^ 

ALDEB80N.  B.  :    PATTESON.  J. :   WILLIAMS.  J.  :  COLBRIDOB.  ^T'"'^^^ 

'        '                           '        *                            '       '                             '  RiOINA 

J.  ;    COLTMAN,  J.  ;  BOLFE,  B.  ;  WIOHTMAN,  J.  ;  CRES8WBLL,  v. 


J. ;    ERLE,  J.  ;    AND  PLATT,  B. 

BaUaniine,  for  the  prisoner. — I  submit,  that  in  this  case 
the  offence  of  the  prisoner  did  not  amount  to  rape.  Lord 
Hale  (a),  Mr.  Serjeant  Hawkins  {b\  Lord  Coke  (e),  and  Sir 
E.  H.  East  {d)  all  define  rape  to  be  the  unlawful  carnal 
knowledge  of  a  woman  by  farce  and  against  herwUl  (e).  In 
the  present  case,  the  giving  the  prosecutrix  liquor  to  excite 
her  shews  that  the  prisoner  intended  to  bring  her  mind  to 
a  position  that  she  might  yield  to  what  he  did;  and  I  sub- 
mit, that  to  constitute  rape  there  must  be  actual  force  and 
actual  resistance,  and  that  this  cannot  be  supplied  by  any 
inference  whatever. 

Patteson,  J. — Do  you  contend  that  every  woman  who 
is  blind  drunk  at  the  road-side  is  open  to  a  rape  from 
every  person  who  passes  by  ? 

BaUantine, — The  cases  go  to  shew  that  there  must  be 
actual  force  and  actual  resistance;  and  I  submit,  that  in- 
sensibility is  contradictory  in  terms  to  the  definition  of 
rape,  as  the  definition  of  rape  implies  will,  and  the  exer- 
cise of  it.  In  cases  of  robbery,  as  distinguished  frt>m  lar- 
ceny, the  offence  must  be  against  the  will  of  the  person 
robbed;  thus  a  person  would  not  be  guilty  of  robbery  by 
taking  goods  from  a  person  asleep.  The  cases  of  Rex  v. 
Jackson  (/),  Regina  v.  Saunders  (^),  Begina  v.  fVilUams  (A), 
are  all  authorities  to  shew,  that,  if  a  man  by  fraud  has  con- 


(a)  1  H.  P.  C.  628.  in  the  definition  of  rape  given  by 

(6;  1  Hawk.  P.  C,  C.41,  8.  1.  Lords  Coke  and  Hale, 
(e)  3  Tnst.  60.  (/)  R.  &  R.,  C.  C.  4S7. 

(d)  1  Ea.  P.  C.  434.  (ff)  8  C.  &  P.  265. 

(e)  This  is  not  quite  accurate,  as  (A)  Id.  286. 
the  words  **  by  force  "  do  not  occur 


Camplin. 

April  26. 
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1845.  nexion  with  a  married  woman,  she  believing  him  to  be  her 

"_   -  husband,  and  therefore  consenting  to  the  connexion,  this 

V,  is  not  rape. 


Camplin. 


Patteson,  J. — If  a  man  came  behind  a  woman  and  gave 
her  a  blow  on  the  head,  and  made  her  insensible,  that,  ac- 
cording to  your  doctrine,  is  no  rape,  because  resistance  and 
will  are  out  of  the  question. 

Alderson,  B. — In  cases  of  fraud  the  woman  is  a  willing 
agent,  although  her  will  is  influenced  by  the  fraud ;  but  in 
the  case  put  by  my  brother  Patteson  there  is  force.  In 
that  case  resistance  would  be  impossible,  from  a  blow  given 
by  the  prisoner.  In  the  present  case,  it  was  rendered  im- 
possible by  the  liquor  he  gave. 

BaUantine, — In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Stanton  (t),  Mr. 
Justice  Coleridge  took  the  distinction  between  an  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  a  rape,  and  an  intention  to  have  in- 
tercourse with  the  prosecutrix  by  surprise ;  and  so  the  en- 
actments in  the  16th  and  17th  sections  of  the  statute  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  31,  as  to  abusing  female  children,  go  to  shew, 
that,  if  there  is  no  resistance,  the  offence  of  rape  is  not 
committed. 

Alberson,  B. — If  a  woman  was  fainting  at  the  time, 
what  would  you  say  then? 

BaUantine. — I  should  fall  back  on  the  definition ''  against 
her  will.''  I  should  draw  the  distinction  between  rob- 
bing by  force,  and  picking  a  person's  pocket  when  he  did 
not  know  it. 

Eble,  J. — Larceny  and  robbery  are  both  committed  tii- 
vito  domino. 

(f)  Ante,  p.  415. 
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Lord  Dbnhan,  C.  J. — It  is  against  the  general  and  per-         ig45. 
manent  will  of  the  party  to  have  his  pocket  picked.  ^r*^'^^ 


Alderson,  B. — ^And  so  may  a  woman  have  a  general 
will  not  to  be  ravished.  Was  there  not  a  case  in  Ireland, 
of  a  lady  who  had  laadanum  given  to  her,  and  who  was 
ravished  while  in  a  state  of  insensibility  ?  What  became  of 
that  case  ? 

Battantine. — In  that  case  the  prisoner  was  condemned 
and  afterwards  transported;  but  in  that  case  the  jury 
found  that  the  prisoner  had  intended  to  ravish  her  at  all 
events.  The  finding  of  the  jury  here  is  different.  I  sub- 
mit, that,  as  it  is  neither  shewn  that  the  prisoner  used  force, 
nor  that  the  prosecutrix  exercised  any  resistance,  the  oiFence 
of  rape  is  not  committed. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — It  is  put  as  if  resistance  was  es^ 
sential  to  a  rape ;  but  that  is  not  so,  although  proof  of  re- 
sistance may  be  strong  evidence  in  the  case. 


€t 


Wm.  Camplin,  you  have  been  found  guilty  of  the  of- 
fence of  rape,  by  the  jury  before  whom  your  trial  took  place; 
but,  from  some  circumstances  which  appeared  upon  that 
trial,  the  learned  judge  desired  to  have  the  opinion  of  his 
brethren,  her  Majesty^s  judges,  whether  the  offence  was 
complete  in  point  of  law.  It  appeared  upon  the  evidence, 
that  the  young  woman,  upon  whose  person  the  offence  was 
committed,  refused  her  consent  so  long  as  she  had  sense 
or  power  to  express  such  want  of  consent ;  but  that  you 
made  her  quite  insensible  by  administering  liquor  to  her, 
and  whilst  she  was  in  a  state  of  insensibility  took  advan- 
tage of  it,  and  violated  her  person ;  and  the  only  ground 
VOL.  I.  c  c  c  N.  p. 


V. 

Campliit. 


The  case  was  considered  by  the  judges,  and  Patteson,  J.,       June  18. 
delivered  judgment  as  follows : — 
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com. 


tbe  contract,  it  was  then  the  cap  tains 
duty  to  take  a  cargo  at  the  most  he 
could  get,  so  that  the  damages  to  be 
paid  by  the  freighter  should  be  re- 
duced as  much  as  possible.  Harries 
T.  Sdwumds,  686 

CHEQUE. 
iSee  Forgery,  10. — Larceny,  13. 

CIRCUMCISION. 
See  Evidence,  11. 

COIN. 

1 .  A  person  was  indicted  for  utter- 
ing a  counterfeit  coin,  intended  to  re- 
semble and  pass  for  "  a  groat.'*  All 
the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  ex- 
cept the  inspector  of  coin  for  the 
Mmt,  called  it  h/ourpenny  piece.  The 
inspector  called  it  a  groat,  and  said  he 
believed  that  it  had  had  that  name 
from  the  earliest  period.  He  added, 
that  the  original  groat  of  Edw.  3rd's 
reign  was  larger  and  heavier  than  the 
coin  in  question;  and  that,  in  the 
Queen's  proclamation,  these  coins 
were  called  both  groats  and  fourpenny 
pieces.  The  proclamation  was  not 
produced,  and  the  inscription  on  the 
coin  itself  was  "/ourpence:** — Held, 
that,  if  the  jury,  from  their  own  know- 
ledge of  the  English  language,  with- 
out considering  any  evidence  at  all, 
were  of  opinion  that  a  groat  and 
fourpenny  piece  were  the  same,  the 
prisoner  was  rightly  indicted,  and 
might  be  convicted.     Reg,  v.  Connell, 

190 

2.  An  indictment  which  charged  that 
the  prisoner  on,  &C.,  at  &c.,  feloniously 
had  in  his  possession  a  mould,  "  upon 
\iliich  said  mould  was  made  and  im- 
pressed the  figure  and  apparent  re- 
semblance "  of  the  obverse  side  of  a 
sixpence,  was  held  bad  on  demurrer, 
as  not  sufficiently  shewing  that  the 
impression  was  on  the  mould  at  the 
time  when  the  prisoner  had  it  in  his 
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possession ;  but  afresh  indictment  with 
the  words  "  then  and  there "  before 
the  words  "made  and  impressed" 
was  held  good.     Reg.  v.  Riekmond, 

240 

3.  Where  a  coining  mould  is  made 
and  impressed  to  resemble  the  ob- 
verse of  a  coin  which  is  partly  de£ioed 
by  wear,  the  indictment  should  be  in 
the  form  above  mentioned,  as  the  words 
of  s.  10  of  the  Stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  34, 
as  to  moulds  to  resemble  part  of  the 
obverse  of  a  coin,  relate  to  cases  where 
several  moulds  put  together  would 
make  the  obverse  of  the  coin.      Ibid. 

4.  A.  was  indicted  as  a  principal  for 
feloniously  making  a  die  which  would 
impress  the  resemblance  of  the  ob- 
verse side  of  a  shilling.  A.  had  gone 
to  a  die-sinker  and  ordered  four  dies 
of  the  size  of  a  shilling  to  be  made, 
stating  them  to  be  for  two  whbt  dubs. 
One  die  was  to  be  exactly  like  the  ob- 
verse side  of  a  shilling,  another  with 
an  inscription,  a  third  exactly  like  the 
reverse  side  of  a  shilling,  and  the 
fourth  with  an  inscription.  Before 
making  them,  the  die-sinker  com- 
municated with  the  officers  of  the 
Mint,  who  directed  him  to  execute 
the  prisoner's  order,  which  he  did, 
the  prisoner  having  desired  him  to 
make  the  first  and  third  before  he 
made  the  other  two  dies,  which  he 
did,  and  from  these  counterfeit  shil- 
lings could  be  coined: — Held,  that 
A.  was  rightly  indicted  for  the  felony 
as    a    principal.      Reg.  v.   Bamnen, 

295 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  PROSE- 
CUTION. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  on 
the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  69,  s.  9,  for 
night  poaching,  it  appeared  that  tbe 
offence  was  committed  on  the  12th 
of  January,  1844.  The  indictment 
was  preferred  on  the  1st  of  March, 
1845.  The  warrant  of  commitmcBl 
by  which  the  defendant  was  committed 
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PROMOTIONS. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1845,  T,  J.  Piatt,  Esq.,  was  appointed  a 
Baron  of  the  Exchequer,  vice  Baron  Gurney  resigned. 

In  the  vacation  after  Hilary  Term,  1845,  Mr.  Serjeant 
Manmng  and  Mr.  Serjeant  CAann^/ received  patents  of  pre- 
cedence. 

In  the  same  vacation,  W.  Lee,  Esq.,  L.  C.  Humfrey,  "Esq,, 
J.  B,  Parry,  Esq.,  W.  P.  Wood,  Esq.,  R.  Gurney,  Esq.,  fV. 
M.  Butt,  Esq.,  and  A.  Hayward,  Esq.,  were  appointed  her 
Majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  law. 


ADDENDA. 


Beoina  v.  Dent. 
See  ante,  p.  97. 

X  HIS  case  was  expressly  overruled  in  the  Sussex  Peerage 
case  {a),  and  it  was  there  held  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  a 
witness  to  foreign  law  must  be  a  person  peritus  virtute 
officii  or  virtute  professumis,  A  Roman  Catholic  bishop 
holding  in  this  country  the  office  of  coadjutor  to  a  Yicar 
Apostolic,  and,  as  such,  authorized  to  decide  on  cases  aris- 
ing out  of  marriages  affected  by  the  law  of  Bome,  was  there- 
fore held  in  virtue  of  his  office  to  be  a  witness  admissible 
to  prove  the  law  of  Bome  as  to  marriages.  In  the  same  case 
it  was  held,  that  a  professional  or  official  witness,  giving 
evidence  as  to  foreign  law,  may  refer  to  foreign  law-books 
to  refresh  his  memory,  or  to  correct  or  confirm  his  opinion, 
but  the  law  itself  must  be  taken  from  his  evidence. 

(a)  llCl.  ^SfFin.  85, 134. 

c  c  c  2 
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Dkesseb  t^.  Clarke. 
See  anie,  p.  669. 

In  this  case^  a  few  days  after  the  trial,  Baines  renewed  his 
application  for  speedy  execution.  Cresstffett,  J.,  granted  it, 
observing,  that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for  speedy  execu- 
tion, and  that,  if  the  tendering  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  were 
to  be  allowed  to  have  the  effect  of  defeating  snch  an  appU- 
cation,  it  would  probably  be  done  in  every  case. 


KiRKPATBICK  t^.  TaTTEBSALL. 

See  mie,p.  577. 

In  the  report  of  this  case,  it  is  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
plied  to  the  second  plea,  "  alleging  a  promise  by  the  de- 
fendant, after  his  bankruptcy,  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the 
sums  of  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned.''  This  is 
incorrect  The  defendant's  second  plea  concluded  to  the 
country,  and  the  plaintiff's  replication  to  it  a  simiUter. 


BiBT  t^.  Leigh. 
See  anie,p.611. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1846,  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial  was  obtained,  which,  after  argu- 
ment, was  made  absolute,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  being  of 
opinion  that  the  receipt  for  "  the  sum  of  2/.  2«.,  being  the 
balance  of  account  up  to  this  day  for  houses  in  the  Welling- 
ton-road," required  a  lOs.  stamp. 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS* 


ABATEMENT  (PLEA  IN). 
See  Pleading,  4. 

ABDUCTION. 

1.  A.,  a  girl  under  sixteen,  who 
was  in  service,  was,  as  she  was  re- 
turning from  an  errand,  asked  by  B. 
if  she  would  go  to  London,  as  B.'s 
mother  wanted  a  servant,  and  would 
give  her  £5  wages.  A.  and  B.  went 
away  together  to  Bilston,  where  both 
were  found,  and  B.  apprehended:  — 
Held,  that  this  was  not  such  a  taking 
or  causing  to  he  taken  of  A.  as  was 
sufficient  to  constitute  the  offence  of 
abduction  under  the  20th  sect,  of 
the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c  31.  Reg.  v. 
Meadows,  399 

2.  Semble,  that  a  mere  fraudulent 
decoying  or  enticement  away  of  a  girl 
under  sixteen  is  not  a  taking  or 
causing  to  be  taken  within  that  sec- 
tion. Ibid. 

3.  A.  went  in  the  nieht  to  the 
house  of  B.,  and  placed  a  ladder 
against  a  window,  and  held  it  for  J., 
the  daughter  of  B.,  to  descend,  which 
she  did,  and  then  eloped  with  A.  J. 
was  a  girl  under  sixteen,  viz.  fifteen 
years  old: — Held,  that  this  was  a 
*'  taking  **  of  J.  out  of  the  possession 
of  her  father  within  the  stat.  9  Greo.  4, 
c.  31,  s.  20,  although  J.  had  herself 


proposed  to  A.  to  bring  the  ladder 
and  to  elope  with  him.  Held,  also, 
that  it  was  no  defence  for  A.,  Uiat  he 
did  not  know  that  J.  was  under  six- 
teen, or  that  from  her  appearance  he 
might  have  thought  she  was  of  a 
greater  age.    Reg.  v.  Robins,        456 


ABUSING  FEMALE  CHILDREN. 
See  Rape,  I. 

If,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
a  misdemeanour  in  carnally  knowing 
and  abusing  a  girl  between  the  ages 
of  ten  and  twelve,  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  effected  his  purpose  by 
force,  and  against  the  girl's  will,  this 
is  no  ground  of  acquittal.  Reg.  v. 
Neale,  591 

ACCESSARY. 

Three  persons  were  yatn//y  charged 
with  procuring  certain  other  persons 
to  utter  a  forged  will.  The  only  evi- 
dence for  the  prosecution  was  of  sepO" 
rate  acts,  at  separate  times  and  places, 
done  by  each  of  the  persons  charged 
as  accessaries.  At  the  end  of  that 
evidence  one  of  them  pleaded  guilty: 
— Held,  that  the  other  two  might,  not- 
withstanding, be  convicted.  Reg.  v. 
Barber,  442 
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AGENT. 


ACTION  (NOTICE  OF). 
See  Notice  of  Action. 

ACTOR. 
See  Theatre. 

ADDRESSING  THE  JURY. 
See  Reply. 

1.  An  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  had  been  brought  against 
three,  who  pleaded  in  abatement  the 
non-joinder  of  P.  and  four  other  per- 
sons. The  plaintiff  did  not  take  issue 
on  that  plea,  and  brought  another 
action  against  the  eight,  in  which  P. 
pleaded,  separately,  non  assumpsit. 
At  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  two  of 
the  ori^nal  defendants,  in  his  address 
to  the  jurj,  proposed  to  go  into  evi- 
dence  to  prove  that  one  of  them  was 
not  liable,  and  also  to  prove,  under  the 
Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  10,  that 
P.  was  liable.  P.'s  counsel  asked  to 
be  allowed  to  address  the  jury  after 
the  proposed  evidence  was  given, 
instead  of  before,  and  it  was  held  that 
he  might  do  so.     Beale  v.  MouU,     1 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  conspiracy, 
the  defendants  pleaded  the  generd 
issue,  and  also  a  special  plea  of  justi- 
fication, which  plea  was  demurred  to, 
and  held  bad  by  the  Court,  who  gave 
judgment  on  it  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
award  of  venire  was  as  well  to  try  the 
issue  joined  ''as  to  inquire  what  da- 
mages the  said  plaintiff*  had  sustained 
on  occasion  of  the  premises  whereof 
the  Court  hath  given  judgment  for 
the  said  plaintiff:" — Held,  that,  on 
the  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  defendants' 
counsel,  in  addressing  the  jury,  had 
a  right  to  refer  to  the  allegations  con- 
tained in  the  special  plea,  and  to 
comment  upon  tliem.  Gregory  v. 
Duhe  of  Brunswick,  24 

3.  Where  the  counsel  for  several 
prisoners  cannot  agree  as  to  the  order 
m  which  they  are  to  address  the  jury. 


the  Court  will  call  upon  them,  not  in 
the  order  of  their  seniority,  bat  in  the 
order  in  which  the  names  of  the  pri- 
soners stand  in  the  indictment.  Bat 
where  the  counsel  for  one  prisoner 
has  witnesses  to  fact  to  examine^  the 
counsel  for  another  cannot  be  allowed 
to  postpone  his  address  to  the  jnij 
until  after  those  witnesses  have  been 
examined.     Reg.  v.  Barber^         434 

ADMINISTERING  POISON. 
See  Assault,  3. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

See  Executors  and  Administra- 
tors.— Landlord  and  Tenant, 
1. 

ADMISSION. 
See  Bigamy,  4. 

ADULTERER. 
See  Larceny,  2. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

The  Court  will  direct  an  affidavit  in 
a  case  of  misdemeanour,  which  con- 
tains matter  both  scandalous  and  ir- 
relevant, to  be  removed  from  the  files 
of  the  Court,  and  the  party  who  filed 
it  is  liable  to  be  visited  as  for  a  con- 
tempt of  Court.  Also,  if  an  afiidarit 
contain  matter  that  is  relevant  and 
scandalous,  the  Court,  though  they 
cannot  direct  its  removal  from  the 
files,  will  give  the  party  attacked  an 
opportunity  of  denying  the  defama- 
tory matter  upon  oath,  by  a  counter 
affidavit.     Reg,  v.  Gregory^         228 

AGENT. 

See  Shipping,  1. 

1.  A  was  the  owner  of  a  saw-mill, 
and  B.  was  his  foreman.  B.,  as  the 
f^ent  of  A.,  but  without  any  express 
authority,  entered  into  a  contract  in 


AMENDMENT. 


APPRENTICE. 
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writing  to  supply  C.  with  a  quantity 
of  Scotch-fir  staves: — Heldy  that  this 
contract  was  binding  on  A.,  inasmuch 
as  B.  must  he  presumed  to  have  had 
a  general  authority  to  enter  into  such 
contracts  as  the  one  in  question. 
Biehardsan  y.  Cartwright,  328 

2.  An  agent  has  no  right,  without 
the  authority  of  his  principal,  to  over- 
draw a  banking  account.  But  if  it 
appear  that  the  agent  has  done  so 
with  the  knowledge  of  his  principal, 
the  jury  will  be  warranted  in  inferring 
from  this,  that  the  agent  had,  in  fact, 
the  requisite  authority.  Pott  v. 
Bevan,  335 

3.  In  debt  against  an  executor  for 
a  legacy,  which,  it  was  alleged,  he 
waSf  by  agreement  with  the  legatee, 
to  retain  and  to  pay  interest  upon, 
the  defendant  pleaded  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  It  was  proposed  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, by  putting  in  letters  written  by 
the  defendant's  son,  who  assisted  him 
in  his  trade,  and  received  for  him 
money  due  to  him  in  the  way  of  his 
business  as  a  shoe  manufacturer:  — 
Heldy  that,  though  this  would  be  good 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  son  was  his 
father's  agent  in  matters  relating  to 
the  father's  trade,  it  was  not  such 
evidence  of  agency  as  would  render 
the  letters  of  tbe  son  admissible  in 
evidence  in  this  case.  Whitehouse  v. 
Abberley,  642 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Evidence,  24. 

ALIEN. 
See  Ejectment. 

AMENDMENT. 

See  Ejectment. — Perjttry,  5. 

1 .  In  an  action  for  wrongfully  dis- 
missing the  editor  of  a  periodical  work 
within  the  year  for  which  he  was  alleged 


to  be  engaged,  the  declaration  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  for  a 
year,  at  a  salary  of  three  guineas  per 
week,  to  be  raised  one  guinea  for  every 
thousand  copies  sold.  It  was  objected 
that  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  to 
the  rise  of  salary,  were  not  proved. 
The  judge,  being  of  opinion  that  there 
was  some  evidence  of  the  contract  as 
laid,  lefl  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  said, 
that,  if  they  found  that  the  contract 
was  not  on  the  terms  as  to  salary 
which  were  alleged  in  the  declaration, 
he  should  not  allow  an  amendment, 
but  would  have  the  finding  of  the  jury 
stated  on  the  record,  under  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  24.  Baxter 
V.  Nurse,  10 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  had  obtained 
from  a  judge  at  chambers  an  order  for 
leave  to  amend  his  declaration  on 
payment  of  costs,  but  had  not  made 
the  amendment,  the  judge  who  tried 
the  cause  refused  to  allow  the  declar- 
ation to  he  amended  at  the  trial,  un- 
der the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23. 
Geeckie  v,  Monck,  555 

ANNUITY. 
See  Right  to  begin,  4. 

ANSWER  IN  CHANCERY. 
See  Evidence,  32. 

APPRENTICE. 

See  Pupil  and  Assistant. 

1 .  The  father  of  an  apprentice  co- 
venanted in  the  indenture  to  provide 
his  son  with  washing,  &c. ;  after  that 
the  master  suggested  that  the  father 
should  allow  the  son  £20  a  year,  and 
the  master  supply  the  son  with  wash- 
ing, &c.,  and  the  son  pay  him  for  it. 
This  was  acceded  to,  and  the  master 
accordingly  supplied  the  washing,  &c. : 
— Held,  that  the  master  could  not 
recover  in  an  action  of  covenant  on 
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the  indentare  against  the  father  for 
his  not  proyiding  the  son  with  wash- 
ing, &c.y  if  the  master  provided  the 
washing,  &c.,  hy  agreement  on  the 
credit  of  either  the  father  or  the  son; 
and  that,  in  an  action  on  the  cove- 
nanty  a  plea  of  performance  hy  the 
fkther  was  supported  by  proof  of  these 
facts.     Blaekiume  Y»  Davis,         167 

ARMS  (ATTEMPTING  TO  DIS- 
CHARGE  LOADED). 

See  Shootino,  3. 

ARRAY. 
See  Challenge  of  the  Array. 

ARSON. 
See  Misdemeanour. 

1  •  On  an  indictment  on  sect.  2  of 
the  Stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  89,  for 
the  capital  offence  of  setting  fire  to  a 
dwelling-house,  some  person  being 
therein,  (the  indictment  not  charging 
any  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any 
person),  the  prisoner  cannot  be  con- 
victed of  the  transportable  offence  of 
setting  fire  to  the  house,  under  sect.  3 
of  that  statute,  as  an  allegation  of  an 
intent  to  injnre  or  defraud  some  per- 
son is  essential  to  an  indictment  un- 
der sect.  3  of  that  statute.  Reg.  v. 
Paiee,  73 

2.  A.  was  indicted  for  setting  fire  to 
an  out-house.  The  building  set  on 
fire  was  a  pig-stye,  situate  in  a  yard  in 
the  possession  of  the  prosecutor,  into 
which  yard  the  back-door  of  the  pro- 
secutor^s  house  opened,  and  which 
yard  was  bounded  by  fences  and  by 
other  buildings  of  the  prosecutor,  and 
by  a  cottage  and  barn,  which  were  let 
by  the  prosecutor  to  a  tenant,  but 
which  did  not  open  into  his  yard: — 
Held,  that  this  pig-stye  was  an  out- 
house within  the  stat.  1  Vict,  c  89, 
s.  3.     Re^m  y.  James,  303 


3.  A  building  erected  not  for  habit- 
ation, but  for  workmen  to  take  their 
meals  and  dry  their  clothes  in,  which 
has  four  walls,  a  roof,  a  door,  but  no 
window,  but  in  which  a  person  slept 
with  the  knowledge,  but  without  the 
permission,  of  the  owner,  is  not  a 
**  house,"  the  setting  fire  to  whidi  is 
felony,  within  the  stat.  I  Vict,  c  89, 
s.  3.     Reg.  T.  England,  533. 

ARTICULO  MORTIS  (DECLAR- 
ATION IN). 

See  Dyino  Declaration. 

ASSAULT. 

See  Assault  wrrn  Intent  to  rob. 
— Shooting,  2. 

1.  M.  was  delivered  ofa  child  at  the 
house  at  which  A.  and  B.  resided, 
they  telling  her  that  the  child  was  to 
be  taken  to  an  institution  to  be  nursed. 
A.  and  B.  took  the  child  from  the 
house,  and  put  it  into  a  bag,  and  hung 
the  bag,  with  the  child  in  it,  on  some 
park  palings  at  the  side  ofa  foot-path, 
and  there  left  it: — Held,  that  this 
was  an  assault  on  the  child.  Reg,  t. 
March,  496 

2.  On  an  indictment  for  feloniously 
wounding  with  intent  to  do  gricTOUs 
bodily  harm,  some  of  the  prisoners 
may  be  convicted  of  the  felony,  and 
another  of  them  of  an  assault,  under 
the  1 1th  sect,  of  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  & 
1  Vict.  c.  85.     Reg.  v.  Archer,    174 

3.  A.  was  indicted  for  administering 
poison  to  B.,  with  intent  to  murder 
her.  A.  took  a  tea-pot  and  tea-cup 
into  B.'s  bed-room,  and  left  it  there, 
and  B.  afterwards  helped  herself  to  a 
cup  of  the  tea  which  contained  the 
poison.  The  jury  found  A.  guilty  of 
administering  the  poison,  but  not  with 
intent  to  murder: — Held,  that  the 
offence  of  administering  poison  in  thn 
manner,  with  intent  to  murder,  was 
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not  one  in  which  "  the  crime  charged'* 
iDclodes  an  assault  within  the  stat.  7 
Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1 1.  Reff. 
V,  Draper,  176 

4.  A  policeman  prevented  a  mem- 
ber of  a  society  from  entering  the 
sodet/s  room: — Held,  that,  if  the 
policeman  was  wholly  passive,  and 
merely  obstructed  his  entrance  as  any 
inanimate  object  would,  this  was  not 
an  assault  by  the  policeman.  Innee  v. 
Wylie,  257 

5.  An  assault  made  by  a  man  in 
defence  of  his  property  is  justifiable. 
AlderBon  v.  Waist eU,  358 

6.  Where  A.  threw  a  stick,  which 
struck  the  plaintiff,  but  it  did  not  ap- 
pear for  what  purpose  the  stick  was 
thrown — Held,  that  it  was  fair  to  con- 
clude that  the  stick  was  thrown  for  a 
proper  purpose,  and  that  the  striking 
of  the  plaintiff  was  an  accident.  Ibid, 

7.  On  an  indictment  for  an  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  a  rape,  the  pro- 
secutrix stated,  that  the  defendant, 
her  medical  man,  being  in  her  bed^ 
room,  directed  her  to  lean  forward  on 
a  bed,  that  he  might  apply  an  injec- 
tion; she  did  so,  and  the  injection 
having  been  applied,  she  found  the 
defendant  was  proceeding  to  have  a 
criminal  connexion  with  her,  upon 
which  she  instantly  raised  herself  up, 
and  ran  out  of  the  room.  She  stated 
that  the  defendant  had  penetrated  her 
person  "a  little:" — Held,  that,  if  it 
had  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
intended  to  have  had  a  criminal  con- 
nexion with  the  prosecutrix  by  force, 
the  complete  offence  of  rape  would, 
upon  this  evidence,  have  been  proved, 
but  that  the  thus  getting  possession 
of  the  person  of  the  woman  by  sur- 
prise was  not  an  assault  with  intent  to 
commit  a  rape,  but  was  an  assault. 
Reff,  V.  Stanton,  415 

8.  On  an  indictment  for  man- 
slaughter by  beating,  it  appeared  that 
the  deceased  had  died  of  a  dislocation 
of  the  vertebrae  two  days  afler  fight- 


ing with  the  prisoner: — Held,  that,  if 
the  jury  were  not  satisfied  that  the 
death  of  the  deceased  was  caused  by 
the  prisoner,  they  might  find  the  pri- 
soner guilty  of  an  assault  under  the 
Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85,  and  that,  with  a 
view  to  a  conviction  on  that  statute, 
it  was  immaterial  that  the  deceased 
was  the  challenger  in  the  fight,  and 
that  it  did  not  appear  whidi  party 
struck  the  first  blow.    Reff,  v.  Lewis, 

419. 

9.  If  two  parties  go  out  to  strike 
one  another,  and  do  so,  it  is  an  assault 
in  both,  and  it  is  quite  immaterial 
which  strikes  the  first  blow.         Ibid. 

10.  It  is  an  assault  to  point  a 
loaded  pistol  at  any  one;  but  not  an 
assault  to  point  a  pistol  at  another 
which  is  proved  not  to  be  so  loaded  as 
to  be  able  to  be  discharged.  Re^^,  v. 
James,  530 

ASSAULT   WITH    INTENT   TO 
COMMIT  RAPE. 

See  Assault,  7. 

ASSAULT  WITH  INTENT  TO 

ROB. 

1.  A.  and  B.,  on  a  concerted  plan 
to  obtain  money  from  C,  threatened 
to  accuse  him  of  an  indecent  exposure 
of  his  person,  and  A.  (B.  being  pre- 
sent) seized  C.  by  the  collar,  and  A. 
and  C.  went  to  a  station-house,  and 
there  A.  made  the  threatened  charge: 
— Held,  that,  on  these  facts,  A.  and 
B.  might  be  convicted  of  an  assault 
with  intent  to  rob  C,  although  the 
threats  used  did  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  stat.  7  &  8  Greo.  4,  c.  29, 
ss.  7  and  9,  or  of  the  stat.  7  WilL  4 
&  1  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  4.  R^,  v.  Stringer, 

188 

2.  A.,  at  C.  fietir,  came  up  to  B., 
the  prosecutor's  father,  (being  a 
stranger  to  him),  and  gave  him  eleven 
sovereigns  to  buy  him  ahorse,  and  B. 
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put  them  into  bis  pocket.  B.  refiised 
to  give  the  eleven  sovereigns  back, 
and  A.  and  the  prisoner,  who  was  in 
his  company,  assaulted  him,  but 
could  not  get  the  money  from  him. 
On  the  next  day  the  prisoner  asked 
B.  for  the  eleven  sovereigns;  and  at 
L.  fair,  on  a  subsequent  day,  the  pri- 
soner having  seen  the  prosecutor  re- 
ceive seven  sovereigns,  demanded  the 
eleven  sovereigns  of  him,  and  then 
knocked  him  down,  and  tried  to  get 
the  seven  sovereigns  out  of  his  pocket: 
— Held,  that  there  was  such  a  sem- 
blance of  a  claim  of  right,  that  this 
was  not  an  assault  with  intent  to  rob. 
Held,  also,  that,  the  intent  to  rob  be- 
ing negatived,  the  prisoner  might  be 
convicted  of  an  assault  under  the  1 1th 
sect,  of  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85.  Reg, 
y.  Boden,  395 

ASSISTANT. 
See  Pupil  and  Assistant. 


ATTEMPT  TO  MURDER. 

See  Assault,  1,  3. 


ATTEMPTING  TO  ADMINISTER 
POISON. 

1.  The  delivery  of  poison  to  an 
agent,  with  directions  to  him  to  cause 
it  to  be  administered  to  another  under 
such  circumstances,  that,  if  adminis- 
tered the  agent  would  be  the  sole  prin- 
cipal felon,  is  not  an  *'  attempt  to  ad- 
minister poison,"  within  the  stat.  1 
Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3.     Reg,  v.  Williams, 

589 

2.  A.  delivered  poison  to  B.,  and 
desired  him  to  put  it  into  V.'s  beer, 
for  that  he  (A.)  wanted  to  kill  V.  B. 
delivered  the  poison  to  V.,  and  told 
him  what  had  passed  between  A.  and 
himself: — Held,  that  A.  could  not  be 
convicted  on  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85, 


8.  3,  of  having  attempted  to 
ster  poison  to  V. 


Bnd. 


ATTEMPTING  TO  DISCHARGE 
LOADED  ARMS. 

See  Assault,  10. — SHOcyxiNo,  3. 


ATTORNEY. 

See  Evidence,  4. — Power  op  At- 
torney. 

In  assumpsit  against  an  attome^r 
for  negligence,  the  fact  of  his  having 
been  retained  as  an  attorney  is  put  in 
issue  bj  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit, 
Aldis  V.  Gardner,  564 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Reply. 

AWARD. 

Where  three  arbitrators  were  ap- 
pointed, with  power  to  any  two  o£ 
them  to  make  their  award,  and  the 
award  was  afterwards  made  as  the 
award  of  the  three,  but  it  was  exe- 
cuted hf  two  only — Held,  that  the 
power  was  well  executed.  While  v. 
Sharp,  348 

BANKER. 
See  Interest. 

BANK  (JOINT-STOCK). 
See  Forgery,  8,  9. 

BANKRUPT. 
See  Evidence,  23. — Interest. 

BANKRUPT. 

1.  An  indictment  against  a  bank« 
nipt,  on  the  112th  sect,  of  the  Bank* 
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rnpt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  for  not  sur- 
rendering on  the  forty-second  day,  is 
bad,  if  it  does  not  allege  that  he  had 
an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 
The  words  "with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors"  apply  to  all  the  offences 
under  that  section.  Reff.  y.  Hill,  168 

2.  Where  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  consists  of  a  certain  principal 
sum  and  interest,  but,  by  reason  of 
its  insufficiency,  another  debt  is  sub- 
stituted for  it  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
16,  s.  18,  it  is  sufficient  to  constitute 
such  second  debt  a  debt  **  not  ante- 
rior*' to  the  former,  that  the  princi- 
pal sum  was  due  before  the  accruing 
of  the  substituted  debt,  although  the 
interest  thereon  may  have  been  ac- 
cruing up  to  a  period  subsequent 
thereto.     Fletcher  t.  Manning,    350 

3.  The  proof  of  a  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt  may  be  received  in  evi- 
dence, without  its  having  been  inroll- 
ed,  provided  the  handwriting  of  the 
petitioning  creditor  be  proved,  and  the 
deposition  be  produced  from  the  ori- 
ginal proceedings  under  the  fiat.  Ibid, 

4.  Where  a  mill,  and  the  machin- 
ery therein,  had  been  mortgaged,  and 
the  mortgagor  continued  in  posses- 
sion until  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy 
— Held,  that  the  machinery  was  not 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
bankrupt  acts.  Ibid, 

5.  Semble,  that,  where  a  creditor 
proves  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  for 
a  debt  due  on  bills  of  exchange  of 
which  the  bankrupt  is  the  drawer,  it 
is  not  necessary  for  him  to  aver  in 
his  deposition  that  the  bills  were  duly 
presented,  and  that  notice  of  their  dis- 
honour was  given  to  the  bankrupt. 

Ibid. 

6.  A.,  a  trader,  on  the  2nd  of  Oc- 
tober, gave  B.,  one  of  his  creditors, 
an  order  for  money  drawn  by  a  board 
of  guardians  of  the  poor  on  their  trea- 
surer, payable  to  A.,  but  not  to  bearer 
or  order.     On  the  4th  of  October  A. 


committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  of 
which  B.  had  notice  on  the  5th.  On 
the  9th,  the  treasurer  of  the  union 
paid  B.  the  amount  of  the  order.  A 
fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  A. 
on  the  22nd  of  November: — Held, 
that  A.'s  assignees  could  not  recover 
the  amount  of  the  order  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  by  B.,  as 
this  was  a  ''transaction"  protected 
by  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1, 
and  that  the  ''transaction"  was,  so 
far  as  the  bankrupt  was  concerned, 
complete  on  the  2nd  of  October. 
Crreen  v.  Bradjield,  449 

7.  To  determine  whether  a  fraudu- 
lent preference  has  been  given  by  a 
bankrupt  to  one  of  his  creditors  by  a 
payment,  it  will  be  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  payment  was  voluntary, 
and  without  any  pressure  by  the  cre- 
ditor, and  was  made  when  the  debtor 
knew  that  he  must  be  a  bankrupt, 
and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy. 

Ibid. 

8.  In  order  to  constitute  "press- 
ure," it  is  not  necessary  that  legal 
proceedings  should  have  been  resorted 
to,  for,  if  the  pressure  was  such  that 
it  overweighed  the  bankrupt's  own 
inclination,  and  induced  him  to  pay 
against  his  will,  that  would  be  suffi- 
cient pressure  within  the  meaning  of 
the  bankrupt  laws.  Ibid. 

9.  From  a  person  being  in  embar- 
rassed circumstances,  it  does  not  ne- 
cessarily follow  that  he  contemplates 
bankruptcy,  as  he  may  hope  that  his 
affairs  may   rally   and  come  round. 

Ibid. 

10.  A  bankrupt,  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat  against  him,  but  before  the 
granting  of  his  certificate,  promised 
in  writing  to  pay  a  debt  due  by  him 
before  his  bankruptcy: — Held,  that 
this  promise  did  not  revive  the  debt, 
so  as  to  enable  the  creditor  to  sue  the 
bankrupt  thereon  in  an  action  of  tn- 
debitatua  asmmpsit,  Kirkpatrick  v. 
TatieraaU,  577, 752 


774 


EVIDENCE. 


EVIDENCE. 


2ndl7,  That  such  book  was  not  evi- 
dence itself,  and,  not  being  so,  could 
not  be  looked  at  for  any  purpose  what- 
ever. Srdlj,  That  the  certificate  in 
question,  which  was  a  certificate  pur- 
porting to  have  been  given  by  the  mi- 
nister and  elders  to  J.  S.  on  leaving 
the  kirk,  would  not  be  evidence,  even 
if  the  minister's  writing  were  proved. 
4thly,  That  the  proof  that  the  certifi- 
cate was  found  among  papers  indorsed 
on  the  outside  in  J.  S.'s  handwriting, 
whidh  papers  were  delivered,  after  his 
death,  by  a  servant  to  J.  S.'s  master, 
who  produced  them  at  the  trial,  was  no 
proof  that  the  certificate  had  been  in 
J.  S.'s  possession,  the  servant  not  be- 
ing called  as  a  witness;  that  the  in- 
dorsement only  shewed  that  that  one 
paper  had  been  in  Stewart's  preaenee, 
and  the  statement  in  his  writing  was 
not  evidence.     Rep.  v.  Barber^    434 

18.  In  cross-examining  the  master 
of  J.  S.,  the  prisoner's  counsel  asked 
whether  he  did  not  put  the  age  (sixty- 
five)  on  the  tombstone  from  the  best 
information  he  could  get;  and  he  said 
he  put  it  there  in  consequence  of  what 
J.  S.  told  him.  '  Ibid. 

19.  The  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
cution  asked  what  it  was  that  J.  S. 
told  him: — Held,  that  this  question 
could  not  be  put.  Ibid. 

20.  Ai\  indictment  for  perjury  in 
an  affidavit  stated  the  affidavit  to  have 
been  sworn  "before  one  R.  G.  W., 
then  and  there  being  a  commissioner 
duly  authorized  and  empowered  to 
take  affidavits  in  the  said  county  of  I 
Gloucester  in  or  concerning  any  cause 
depending  in  her  said  Majesty's  Court 
of  Exchequer  at  Westminster."  It 
was  proved  by  Mr.  R.  G.  W.  that  he 
had  acted  as  a  commissioner  for  tak- 
ing affidavits  in  the  Exchequer  for  ten 
years,  but  had  never  seen  his  commis- 
sion, and  that  ten  years  ago  he  applied 
to  his  agent  to  procure  for  him  a  com- 
mission to  take  affidavits  in  the  Exche- 
quer, and  that  his  agent  had  told  him  I 


that  he  had  done  so: — Held^  that  the 
proof  of  Mr.  R.  0.  W.'a  acting  as  a 
commissioner  was  primft  fiude  evidence 
that  he  was  so.      Bey.   ▼•  Newton, 

469 

21.  T.  occupied  lands  from  1790 
to  1815,  but  had  ceased  to  oooapy 
them  before  the  thne  of  his  death.  At 
T.'s  death,  among  his  papers  were 
found  a  series  of  receipts  for  the  rent 
of  this  land  from  1790  to  1804, 
signed  by  M.  P.  sen.,  who  died  in 
1806,  and  a  similar  series  of  reeeipts 
for  rent  from  1806  to  1815,  signed  by 
M.  P.  jun.,  (the  daug^iter  of  M.  P. 
sen.),  who  died  hi  1826; — HeUj  in 
ejectment  for  these  lands,  that  tl^ 
receipts  were  receivable  as  evidence  of 
the  seisin  of  M.  P.  sen.,  and  M.  P. 
jun.  Doe  d.  Blayney  v.  Savage^    487 

22.  An  examined  copy  of  an  entry 
in  a  parish  register  of  marriages  is 
receivable  in  evidence  to  prove  a  mar- 
riage, although  the  entry  in  the  regis- 
ter purport  to  be  attested  by  one 
witness  only,  the  words  **  In  the  pre- 
sence of"  in  the  entry  being  fbUowed 
by  one  name  only.  Ibid. 

23.  In  an  action  for  ose  and  oeen- 
pation  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankmpt, 
it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  hsd 
said  that  he  had  been  served  with  a 
writ  for  rent  by  the  attorney  for  the 
assignees,  but  that  the  bankmpt  was 
his  landlord,  and  his  attorney  had 
sent  an  indemnification  for  the  bank- 
rupt to  sign,  which  the  bankmpt  had 
signed: — Held,  that  the  ass^ees 
were  entitled  to  give  in  evidence  state- 
ments made  by  the  bankmpt,  without 
any  further  proof  of  the  nature  or  ex- 
tent of  the  indemnity.  Arkle  v. 
Wakeman,  516 

24.  A.,  by  an  agreement  in  writing, 
agreed  to  win  stones,  Ac.,  ^  for  the 
purpose  of  building  "  certain  cottages: 
— Heid,  that  parol  evidence  could  not 
be  given,  to  explain  the  sense  in 
which  the  word  "  building  "  was  used. 
Chtirlton  v .  Cribaon,  54 1 
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25.  In  order  to  shew  thftt  the  de- 
fendant, in  an  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  was  not  liable,  it  was 
proposed  to  ask  a  witness,  whether 
the  plaintifiPs  wife  had  said  anything 
to  him  as  to  the  person  whom  her 
husband  had  trusted  fortheeoods: — 
Held^  that  the  question  could  not  be 
put.     Duckworth  T.  Johnson,        584 

26.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  upon  the  credit  of  the  de- 
fendant, a  question  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  defendant's  income  cannot  be 
put,  if  the  evidence  be  tendered  with 
a  view  to  shew  the  improbability  of 
authority  having  been  given  to  pur- 
chase the  goods.  Rowe  v.  Polkmg- 
home,  618 

27.  Where,  however,  an  action  was 
brought  against  a  widow  for  dresses 
ordered  and  worn  by  her  daughter, 
who  was  about  to  be  married:  — Held, 
that  evidence  of  the  amount  of  the 
defendant's  income  was  admissible,  as 
tending  to  shew  that  the  dresses  were 
not  supplied  upon  her  credit,  but 
upon  the  credit  of  her  daughter's  fu- 
ture husband.  Ibid. 

28.  It  was  proposed  on  the  part  of 
a  plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  a  letter 
written  by  the  defendant's  attorney, 
which  purported  to  be  an  answer  to  a 
letter  written  to  him  by  the  plaintifTs 
hitommi-^Held,  that,  if  the  plain- 
tiffs counsel  put  in  this  letter  of  the 
defendant's  attorney,  he  should  also 
call  for  and  pnt  in  the  letter  to  which 
it  was  an  answer,  and  not  leave  it  to 
the  defendant  to  put  in  the  letter  of 
the  plaintifiTs  attorniesas  his  evidence. 
WaUon  V.  Moore,  626 

29.  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  direct- 
ed by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  try 
whether  a  deed  of  assignment  was 
fraudulent  or  not,  a  witness  was  called 
to  prove  that  another  deed,  which  bore 
date  more  than  three  years  before  the 
trial,  was  not  executed  on  the  day  on 
which  it  bore  date,  but  was  executed  by 
one  party  on  the  day  after,  and  by  the 


other  three  davs  after.  The  witness 
stated,  that  he  could  not  recollect  how 
this  was,  but  stated  that  he  had  been 
examined  on  this  subject  before  com- 
missioners of  bankrupt  within  a  fort- 
night of  the  time  when  the  matters 
occurred,  and  when  the  facts  were 
fresh  in  his  memory.  He  stated  that 
his  examination  before  the  commis- 
sioners was  not  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing, but  he  had  signed  it.  The  wit- 
ness was  allowed  to  look  at  his 
examination,  to  refresh  his  memory. 
fFoody,  Cooper,  645 

30.  In  covenant  on  a  lost  deed  with 
non  est  factum  pleaded,  it  was  proved 
that,  on  search,  the  deed,  which  by 
the  date  was  sixty  years  old,  could 
not  be  found  in  the  muniment-room 
of  the  plaintiff,  but  that  there  was 
found  there  a  paper  which  purported 
to  be  an  attested  copy  of  it.  It  was 
proved  that  both  the  persons  whose 
signatures  were  to  it  as  attesting  the 
copy  were  dead;  and  the  handwriting 
of  one  of  them  was  proved;  and  it 
was  also  proved  that  persons  of  the 
same  names  as  those  who  had  attested 
the  original  deed  were  also  dead: — 
Held,  that  upon  this  proof,  this  paper 
was  not  receivable  as  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  deed.  Brindley  v.  JFood- 
house,  647 

31.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  a  false  return  to  a  fi.  fa.,  office 
copies  of  the  fi.  fa.  and  return  which 
are  not  proved  to  have  been  examined 
copies,  are  not  receivable  in  evidence, 
even  where  the  original  cause  was  in 
the  same  court  as  the  action  against 
the  sheriff.     Pitcher  v.  King,       655 

32.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  a  conspiracy,  the  answers  in  Chan- 
cery of  the  defendants,  made  on  oath 
by  them  in  a  suit  instituted  against 
them  by  the  prosecutor,  are  receivable 
in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion.    Reg,  V.  Goldshede,  657 

33.  An  information  was  filed  by  the 
Attorney-General,  under  the  stat.  33 
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kerage  1  per  cent.,  dq>08it  15/.  per 
cent,,  payable  2nd  April/'  and  the  sold 
note  was  **  Prompt  25th  June,  broker- 
age ^  per  cent.**  and  the  deposit 
wholly  omitted: — Heldy  that  this  was 
such  a  discrepancy  between  the  bought 
and  sold  notes  as  to  make  it  no  con- 
tract, although,  with  respect  to  the 
brokerage,  it  was  stated  by  one  of  the 
special  jury  that  the  buyer  would  pay 
the  broKcr  1  per  cent,  and  the  seller 
\  per  cent.  Ibid. 

4.  Whether  the  signing  of  bought 
and  sold  notes  by  the  clerk  of  the 
broker  is  sufficient^  quare.  Ibid. 

BREACH  OF  PROMISE  OF  MAR- 
RIAGE. 

See  Right  to  begin,  3. 

Form  of  plea  that  the  parties  agreed 
to  exonerate  each  other  from  a  pro- 
mise of  marriage.  148 

BREAKING  INTO  A  SHOP. 

A  person  who  breaks  into  a 
blacksmith's  shop,  and  steals  goods 
there,  may  be  conyicted  of  breaking 
into  a  shop,  and  stealing  goods,  under 
the  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  15. 
Reg.  V.  Carter,  1 73 

BROKER. 

See  Bought  and  sold  Notes. 
— Charterparty,  2,  3. 

BURGLARY. 

An  indictment  for  burglary  charged 
the  prisoner  with  breaking,  in  the 
night-time,  into  the  dwelling-house  of 
£.  B.,  "with  intent  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  same  dwelling-house 
then  and  there  being  feloniously  and 
burglariously  to  steal,  and  stealing  the 
goods  of  E.  B."  It  was  proved  that 
the  house  was  that  of  E.  B.,  but  that 
the  goods  the  prisoner  stole  were  the 


joint  property  of  E.  B.  and  two  others: 
— Heldf  that,  if  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  broke  into  the  house  of 
E.  B.  with  intent  to  steal  the  goods 
there  generally,  that  would  be  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  the  chargeof  burglary 
contained  in  the  indictment,  without 
proof  of  an  intent  to  steal  the  goods 
of  the  particular  person  whose  goods 
the  indictment  charged  that  he  did 
steal.     Reg.  v.  Clarke^  421 

BURNING. 
See  Arson. 

CALICO  PRINTERS. 
See  Trover,  5. 

CATTLE. 

See  Cruelty  to  Animals. — Maim- 
ing Cattle. — ^Wounding  Cat- 
tle. 

CATTLE  IMPOUNDED. 
See  Cruelty  to  Animals. 


CAUSES    (ENTERING    FOR 
TRIAL). 

See  Trial,  3, 4. 

CERTIFICATE. 
See  Previous  Conviction,  1 . 

CERTIFICATE  FOR  COSTS. 

See    Maliciously    omitting    to 
GIVE  Notice  that  a  Judgment 

WAS   SATISFIED,  2« — ^TrESPASS^  2. 

CERTIFICATE  FOR  COSTS  OF 
DOCUMENTS  PROVED. 

In  ejectment  hy  heir  against  devi- 
see, the  heir  had  given  the  devisee  no- 
tice to  admit  documents  wanted  to  be 
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given  in  evidence,  to  shew  his  title  as 
heir.  The  devisee  would  not  admit 
them,  and  the  judge  at  chamhers 
made  the  usual  order  as  to  the  costs 
of  proving  these  documents,  whatever 
was  the  result  of  the  cause.  At  the 
trial  the  devisee  admitted  the  primd 
faeie  title  of  the  heir,  and  the  docu- 
ments were  not  given  in  evidence.  The 
defendant  estahlished  the  will,  and  had 
a  verdict.  The  judge  at  the  trial  held 
that  he  could  not  certify  that  the  docu- 
ments were  proved  to  his  satisfaction, 
according  to  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term, 
2  Will.  4,  No.  20,  to  entitle  the  heir 
to  the  costs  of  bringing  witnesses  to 
the  trial  to  prove  the  documents. 
Doe  d.  Peters  v.  PeterM,  279 


CERTIFICATE  FOR  SPEEDY 
EXECUTION. 

See  Bill  of  Exceptions. 


CHALLENGE  OF  THE  ARRAY. 

1 .  A  challenge  of  the  array,  stating 
that  the  "  sheriff  has  not  chosen  the 
panel  indifferently  and  impartially,  as 
he  ought  to  have  done,  and  that  the 
panel  is  not  an  indifferent  panel,"  is 
bad  on  demurrer  as  being  too  general. 
Reg.  V.  Huffhes,  235 

2.  On  the  trial  at  Nisi  Prius  of  an 
indictment  for  Hbel  on  which  only  three 
special  jurors  appeared,  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  prayed  a  tales,  and 
the  defendant  challenged  the  array  of 
the  tales  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff 
was  a  subscriber  to  the  society  who 
were  the  prosecutors,  and,  on  issue 
taken  on  this  challenge,  two  triers 
were  appointed  by  the  Court,  who 
found  in  favour  of  the  challenge,  and 
the  cause  was  made  a  remanet.  Rex 
V.  Dolby,  238 

3.  Whether  the  sheriff,  whose  ar- 
ray is  challenged,  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  his  indifferency,  qvcere. 

Ibid. 


CHARTERPARTY. 

1 .  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  charter- 
party,  a  ship  is  to  proceed  to  a  certain 
port,  and  there  to  load  a  full  cargo  for 
the  agents  of  the  freighter,  but  the 
freighter  has  no  interest  in  the  out- 
ward cargo,  his  agents  are  entitled  to 
notice  from  the  captain,  that  the  ves- 
sel is  ready  to  receive  her  homeward 
cargo;  and  if  no  such  notice  be  given, 
the  freighter  is  not  liable  for  not  pro- 
viding such  cargo.  Fairbridge  v. 
Pace,  317 

2.  Where  A.  employs  B.,  a  broker, 
to  procure  a  charter  for  a  ship,  and  B. 
employs  C,  another  broker — Semble, 
that  evidence  of  a  custom  of  trade  is 
admissible  to  shew  which  of  the  bro- 
kers is  entitled  to  be  paid  the  com- 
mission by  A.   Smith  v.  Boucher,  573 

3.  The  body  of  the  charter  con- 
tained this  clause: — "The  vessel  to 
be  consigned  to  C.  &  Co.,  Liverpool, 
or  to  their  agents  at  her  port  of  dis- 
charge in  the  United  ELingdom;"  and 
in  the  margin  was  the  following  me- 
morandum: *'  This  charter  subject  to 
£5  per  cent.,  payable  by  the  ship:" 
— Held,  that  the  jury  might  infer, 
from  the  fact  of  A.  having  executed 
this  charter,  an  implied  contract  by 
him  to  pay  C.  his  commission.   Ibid, 

4.  By  a  charterparty  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  a  ship  should  proceed  to 
Limerick  with  her  then  present  cargo, 
and  there  take  a  cargo  of  oats  for  Lon- 
don, at  a  freight  of  2«.  8d.  a  quarter; 
six  days  being  allowed  for  loading  at 
Limerick.  Before  the  expiration  of  the 
six  days  the  freighter's  agent  offered  the 
captain  a  cargo  at  28.  6d.,«ad  said  that 
the  freighter's  broker  would  pay  the 
difference ;  the  captain  refused  to  take 
anything  but  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  charterparty: — Held,  that,  as 
the  contract  had  not  then  been  broken 
by  the  defendant,  the  captain  was  not 
bound  to  accept  this  offer;  but  that, 
if  the  freighter,  by  putting  no  cargo  on 
board  within  the  six  days,  had  broken 
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the  contract,  it  was  then  the  cap  tains 
daty  to  take  a  cargo  at  the  most  he 
could  get,  so  that  the  damages  to  he 
paid  by  the  freighter  should  be  re- 
duced as  much  as  possible.  Harries 
y.  Edmonds,  686 

CHEQUE. 
i$tftf  Forgery,  10. — Larceny,  13. 

CIRCUMCISION. 
£»0e  EyiDENCE,  11. 

COIN. 

1.  A  person  was  indicted  for  utter- 
ing a  counterfeit  coin,  intended  to  re- 
semble and  pass  for  **  a  groat**  All 
the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  ex- 
cept the  inspector  of  coin  for  the 
Mint,  called  it  a/ourpenny  piece.  The 
inspector  called  it  a  groat,  and  said  he 
belieyed  that  it  had  had  that  name 
from  the  earliest  period.  He  added, 
that  the  original  groat  of  Edw.  3rd's 
reign  was  larger  and  heavier  than  the 
coin  in  question;  and  that,  in  the 
Queen's  proclamation,  these  coins 
were  called  both  groats  and  fourpennj 
pieces.  The  proclamation  was  not 
produced,  and  the  inscription  on  the 
coin  itself  was  " /ourpence:** — Held, 
that,  if  the  jury,  from  their  own  know- 
ledge of  the  English  language,  with- 
out considering  any  evidence  at  all, 
were  of  opinion  that  a  groat  and 
fourpenny  piece  were  the  same,  the 
prisoner  was  rightly  indicted,  and 
might  be  convicted.     Reg.  v.  Connell, 

190 

2.  An  indictment  which  charged  that 
the  prisoner  on,  &C.,  at  &c.,  feloniously 
had  in  his  possession  a  mould,  *'  upon 
uhich  said  mould  was  made  and  im- 
pressed the  figure  and  apparent  re- 
semblance "  of  the  obverse  side  of  a 
sixpence,  was  held  bad  on  demurrer, 
as  not  sufficiently  shewing  that  the 
impression  was  on  the  mould  at  the 
time  when  the  prisoner  had  it  in  his 


COMMENCEMENT  ftc. 

possession ;  but  afresh  indictment  with 
the  words  *'  then  and  there "  before 
the  words  "made  and  impressed" 
was  held  good.     Reg.  v.  Riekmoml, 

240 

3.  Where  a  coining  mould  is  made 
and  impressed  to  resemble  the  ob- 
verse of  a  coin  which  is  partly  defiiced 
by  wear,  the  indictment  should  be  in 
the  form  abovementioned,  as  the  words 
of  s.  10  of  the  Stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  34, 
as  to  moulds  to  resemble  part  of  the 
obverse  of  a  coin,  relate  to  cases  where 
several  moulds  put  together  would 
make  the  obverse  of  the  coin.      Ibid. 

4.  A.  was  indicted  as  a  principal  for 
feloniously  making  a  die  which  would 
impress  the  resemblance  of  the  ob- 
verse side  of  a  shilling.  A.  had  gone 
to  a  die-sinker  and  ordered  four  dies 
of  the  size  of  a  shilling  to  be  made, 
stating  them  to  be  for  two  whist  dubs. 
One  die  was  to  be  exactly  like  the  ob- 
verse side  of  a  shilling,  another  with 
an  inscription,  a  third  exactly  like  the 
reverse  side  of  a  shilling,  and  the 
fourth  with  an  inscription.  Before 
making  them,  the  die-sinker  com- 
municated with  the  officers  of  the 
Mint,  who  directed  him  to  execute 
the  prisoner's  order,  which  he  did, 
the  prisoner  having  desired  him  to 
make  the  first  and  third  before  he 
made  the  other  two  dies,  which  he 
did,  and  from  these  counterfeit  shil- 
lings could  be  coined: — Held,  that 
A.  was  rightly  indicted  for  the  felony 
as    a    principal.      Reg,  v.   Bannen, 

295 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  PROSE- 
CUTION. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  on 
the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  9,  for 
night  poaching,  it  appeared  that  the 
offence  was  committed  on  the  12th 
of  January,  1844.  The  indictment 
was  preferred  on  the  1st  of  Mareht 
1845.  The  warrant  of  commitment 
by  which  the  defendant  was  committed 
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to  take  his  trial  for  this  offence  was 
given  in  evidence:  it  was  dated  on  the 
11th  of  December,  1 844  :~^<?/^,  that 
it  was  sufficiently  shewn  that  the 
prosecution  was  commenced  "  within 
twelve  calendar  months  after  the  com- 
mission" of  the  offence,  within  the 
fourth  section  of  that  statute.  Reff. 
T.  Austin,  621 

COMMISSION  DAY. 
See  Trial,  3,  4. 

COMMISSIONER. 
See  Perjury,  4. 

COMMITMENT. 
See  Conviction,  2. 

CONCEALMENT  OF  BIRTH. 

1.  An  indictment  on  the  stat.   9 

_  w 

Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  14,  for  endeavouring 
to  conceal  the  hirth  of  a  dead  child, 
need  not  state  whether  the  child  died 
before,  at,  or  after  its  birth.  Rep. 
V.  Coxhead,  623 

2.  An  indictment  for  that  offence 
which  charges  that  the  defendant  did 
cast  and  throw  the  dead  body  of  the 
child  into  the  soil  in  a  certain  privy, 
*'  and  did  thereby  then  and  there  un- 
lawfully dispose  of  the  dead  body  of 
the  said  child,  and  endeavour  to  con- 
ceal the  birth  thereof,"  sufficiently 
chains  the  endeavour  to  conceal  the 
birth,  as  the  word  "  thereby"  applies 
to  the  endeavour  as  well  as  to  the  dis- 
posing of  the  dead  body.  Ibid, 

3.  If,  on  the  trial  of  such  an  in- 
dictment, it  appear  that  the  body  of 
the  child  was  found  Ipng  on  the  soil, 
immediately  under  the  seat  of  a  privy, 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
it  was  thrown  there  for  the  purpose 
of  concealment,  or  whether  it  came 
from  the  mother  unawares  when  she 
was  there  for  another  purpose;  but 

VOL.  1. 


the  judge  on  such  evidence  will  not 
stop  the  case.  Ibid. 

CONFESSION. 

1 .  A  prisoner  was  before  a  magistrate, 
on  a  charge  of  felony,  and,  after  the 
examination  of  the  witnesses  against 
him,  the  magistrate  said  to  him,  "Be 
sure  you  say  nothing  but  the  truth, 
or  it  will  be  taken  against  you,  and 
may  be  given  in  evidence  against  you 
at  your  trial:" — Held,  that  this  did 
not  exclude  the  prisoner's  statement 
from  being  given  in  evidence.  R^. 
V.  Holmes,  248 

2.  Several  prisoners  being  in  custody 
on  a  charge  of  murder.  A.,  who  was 
one  of  them,  said  to  the  chaplain  of 
the  prison,  that  he  wished  to  see  a 
magistrate,  and  asked  if  any  procla- 
mation had  been  made,  and  any  offer 
of  pardon.  The  chaplain  said,  that 
there  had,  but  he  hoped  that  A.  would 
understand  that  he  could  offer  him 
no  inducement  to  make  any  statement, 
as  it  must  be  his  own  free  and  volun- 
tary act.  When  A.  saw  the  magis- 
trate, he  said  that  no  person  had  held 
out  any  inducement  to  him  to  confess 
anything,  and  that  what  he  was  about 
to  say  was  his  own  free  and  voluntary 
act  and  desire.  A.  then  made  a  state- 
ment to  the  magistrate: — Held,  that 
this  statement  was  receivable  against 
A.  on  his  trial  for  the  murder.  Reff. 
V.  Dingley^  637 

3.  Where  a  prisoner  sent  for  a  magis- 
trate to  make  a  statement  to  him,  and 
the  magistrate  took  down  the  conver- 
sation which  passed  between  him  and 
the  prisoner,  and  wrote  it  immediately, 
under  the  usual  heading  of  a  prisoner's 
statement,  and  read  this  over  to  the 
prisoner  before  the  prisoner  signed 
his  statement,  which  followed  it,  the 
judge  directed  this  memorandum  of 
the  conversation  to  be  read  before  he 
decided  on  the  admissibility  of  the 
statement  in  evidence,  instead  of  the 
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magistrate  stating  orally  what  passed 
between  him  and  the  prisoner.    Ibid. 

CONSPIRACY. 
See  Evidence,  32. 

CONSPIRACY  (ACTION  FOR). 

See  Addressing  the  Jury,  2. — 
Theatre,  1,  2. 

CONTRACT. 

See  Bought  and  Sold  Notes. — 
Evidence,  8. — Pleading,  4. — 
Trover,  3,  4. 

1.  A.,  a  ndlwav  oontraetor,  met  B., 
and  several  others,  in  of  der  to  receive 
tenders  with  reference  to  certain  work. 
A.  then  read  a  specification  with  re- 
ference to  the  work  in  question;  after 
whicdi  B.  and  the  others  handed  in 
their  tenders.  B.'s  tender  was  signed 
with  his  name,  but  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  it  was  in  his  handwriting :  — 
ffeld,  notwithstanding,  that  such  ten- 
der, taken  with  the  specification,  auf- 
ficientlj  proved  the  contract.  Allen 
V.  Toxallf  315 

2.  A.,  B.,  and  C,  who  were  co-part- 
ners»  engaged  D.,  by  agreement  in 
writing,  to  serre  them  for  a  certain 
period.  Before  this  period  had  elapsed, 
C.  retired  from  the  comcem,  and  D., 
with  notice  of  that  fact,  continued  in 
the  senrice  of  A*  and  B.  A.  and  B. 
subsequently  became  bankrupt,  where- 
upon  D.  was  dismissed  from  their  em- 
ployment:— Meld,  that  D.  could  still 
sue  A.,  B.,  and  C.  en  the  original 
agreement.     Dobbin  v.  Foeter,     323 

3.  In  order  to  set  aside  a  sale  of 
goods,  quoad  the  purchaser,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  made  with  the  in- 
tention of  defrauding  the  creditors  of 
the  seller,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the 
purchaser  was  aware  of  that  inten- 
tion, and  that  he  conspired  with  the 


seller  to  carry  it  into  effacL    Bent- 
UffT.  Omtnett,  326 

CONTRA  FORMAM  STATUTI. 

The  alterations  made  in  the  law 
with  respect  to  borglary,  by  the  stat 
7  Will.  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  86,  as  to  the 
hoars,  and  as  to  the  punishment,  do 
not  make  it  necessary  for  an  indict- 
ment for  that  offence  to  oonolade  con- 
tra formam  statuti,  as  the  alteration 
with  respect  to  the  hoisa  does  not 
alter  the  offence,  and  the  mere  dimi- 
nution of  the  pmushment  does  not 
make  that  conclusion  necessary.  Reg. 
V.  Polly,  77 

CONVICTION. 
See  Previous  Conviction. 

1 .  The  provisions  of  the  stat.  52 
(jeo.  3,  c  93,  that  ooiiTictions  for 
sporting  without  same  certificates 
shall  be  entered  ana  registered  with 
the  oommissioaers  of  taxes  of  the  dis- 
trict, and  returned  to  the  derk  of  the 
peace,  are  directory  only;  and  where 
this  has  been  omitted,  the  conviction 
is  net  therefore  void;  but  the  eon- 
yicting  magistrate  may  be  liable  to 
punishment  for  not  complyiqg  with 
the  directions  of  the  statute.  Mmeon 
V.  Barker^  100 

2.  Sembk,  that  a  commitment 
which  recites  a  conviction  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  adjudged  to  forfeit 
£20,  which  is  mitigated  to  19/.  lOt., 
and  lOf .  added  for  costs,  is  supported 
by  proof  of  a  conviction  in  a  p^ialty 
of  £20,  firom  which  the  magistrate 
orders   10«.   costs  to  be    deducted. 

liuL 

3.  Where,  in  a  conviction,  the 
summons  is  recited,  such  recital  of  it 
is  evidence  of  the  summons;  hot,  ia 
an  action  against  the  convicting  ma- 
gistrate for  false  imprisonment,  the 
plaintiff  may  shew  that  there  was  no 
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summons,  and  if  he  does  so,  the  con- 
yiction  is  had.  Ibid. 

4.  Whether  a  conviction,  drawn  up 
in  a  form  given  hy  statute,  not  reciting 
the  summons,  is  prirn^  facie  evidence 
of  the  summons,  quare.  Ibid. 

COPY. 
Set  Evidence,  22,  30,  31 . 

COPYHOLD. 

See  Court  Roll. 

If  a  eopyholder  make  a  lease  which 
is  not  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  the  lessee  maj  nevertheless 
maintain  ejectment  thereon.  Doe  d. 
Robinson  v.  Bousjield,  558 

COPY  OF  COURT  ROLL. 
See  Court  Roll. 

CORONER. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  coroner  before 
whom  an  inquisition  super  visum  cor- 
poris is  taken,  to  read  over  to  every 
witness  examined  on  such  inquest  the 
evidence  he  has  given,  and  to  desire 
the  witness  to  sign  it.  JBtf*^.  v.  Plum- 
mer,  600 

COSTS. 

iShM Maliciously  omitting  to  give 
Notice  that  a  Judgment  was 
satisfied,  2. — Trespass,  2. 

COSTS     OF     DOCUMENTS 
PROVED. 

See  Certificate. 

COUNSEL. 

See  Addressing  the  Jury. — 
Reply. 

COUNTY  COURT. 
S^^e  Perjury,  1. 


COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 

Bj  the  Stat  48  Geo.  3,  c.  ex.  (loc. 
and  pers.),  a  commissioner  of  the 
Court  of  Request  at  Wednesbury  is 
liable  to. a  penalty  of  50/.  if  he  acts 
without  having  a  qualification  of  50/. 
a  year  in  real  property,  or  1500/.  in 
personals,  or  25/.  a  year  real  and 
1000/.  personal  property,  "  above  all 
charges  and  incumbrances  whatso- 
ever," the  proof  of  which  qualification 
is,  by  that  statute,  to  lie  on  him  in 
any  action  against  him  for  the  pe- 
oalty: — Held,  that  the  words  "above 
all  charges  and  incumbrances  whatso- 
ever" do  not  mean  beyond  payment 
of  all  his  debts,  but  only  apply  to 
specific  charges  on  the  property  in 
respect  of  which  he  claims  to  be 
qualified.  Held,  also,  that,  in  such 
actions,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  defend- 
ant shews  that  he  has  property  to 
the  required  amount,  and  that  it  is 
not  incumbent  on  him  to  give  any 
evidence  with  a  view  of  shewing  that 
the  property  is  not  encumbered. 
Dumelow  v.  Lees,  408 

Form  of  declaration.  Ibid. 

COURT  ROLL. 

1 .  An  examined  copy  of  the  court- 
roll  of  a  manor,  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  given  in  evidence  on  a 
trial,  does  not  require  a  stamp.  Doe 
d.  Burrows  v.  Freeman,  386 

2.  A  copy  of  court-roll  duly  stamped 
purported  to  be  signed  by  Mr.  V., 
who  was  proved  to  be  the  steward  of 
the  manor.  The  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs attorney,  who  produced  it,  did 
not  know  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  V., 
but  he  stated  that  he  had  shewn 
this  copy  of  court-roll  to  Mr.  V., 
who  stated  that  it  had  been  delivered 
out  by  him,  as  steward  of  the  manor, 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff: — Held, 
that  this  acknowledgment  of  it  by 
Mr.  V.  was  equivalent  to  the  witness 
having  received  it  from  Mr.  V.,  as 
steward  of  the  manor.  Ibid, 
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word  "giving"  referred;  and  semble, 
that  the  charging  the  blows  to  be 
given  in  the  alternative  with  a  stick 
or  stafip  is  also  bad .   Reff.  v.  Jones,  243 

INSANITY. 

1.  To  entitle  a  prisoner  to  he  ac- 
quitted on  the  ground  of  insanity,  he 
must,  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  offence,  have  been  so  insane 
that  he  did  not  know  right  from 
wrong.     Reff,  v.  Hiffgituon,  129 

2.  Opinions  of  the  Judges  as  to 
crimes  committed  hj  persons  afflicted 
with  insane  delusions.  1 3 1 

INSPECTOR  OF  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES. 

See  Weights  and  Measures. 

INSURANCE. 

A  policy  of  insurance  was  effected 
on  goods  at  and  from  L.  to  various 
places  in  China,  amongst  others,  to 
Canton,  with  leave  for  the  ship  named 
in  the  policy,  or  any  other  ship  on 
board  which  the  interest  might  be 
transhipped,  to  touch  at  various  ports, 
amongst  others,  Hong-kong,  **  or  re- 
main at  the  same  until  it  is  deemed 
expedient  to  proceed  to  the  port  or 
place  of  discharge,"  and  the  risk  was 
to  continue  "  until  the  goods  are  ar- 
rived at  their  final  port  of  destination." 
When  the  ship  arrived  at  Macao, 
hostilities  were  going  on  at  Canton, 
so  that  she  could  not  go  thither.  In 
the  course  of  the  voyage  the  eoods 
had  received  some  damage;  and  the 
consignees,  in  consequence,  ordered 
the  ship  to  be  taken  to  Hong-kong, 
at  which  place  the  goods  were  to  be 
transhipped  on  board  the  J.  L.,  in 
order,  as  they  alleged,  to  have  them 
examined.  Whilst  the  transhipment 
was  proceeding,  the  J.  L.  was  driven 
ashore  by  a  storm,  and  the  goods 
lost: — Held,  in  an  action  on  the  po- 


licy, that  the  mere  fact  of  the  ressd 
named  in  the  policy  having  been  un- 
able to  proceed  to  Canton  on  account 
of  the  hostilities  did  not,  under  this 
policy,  make  Hong-kong  the  final 
port  of  destination,  so  as  to  determine 
the  risk;  but  that  it  was  for  the  jury 
to  say,  whether  the  consignees,  when 
they  transhipped  the  goods,  intended 
to  make  it  so.  Oliverean  t.  Bright- 
man,  360 

INTEREST. 

If  the  balance  of  a  banking  aocoont 
remain  overdue  after  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  banker,  his  assignees  are  enti- 
tled to  recover  interest  on  such  ba- 
lance, as  well  for  the  period  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  bankruptcy,  as  for 
that  which  had  elapsed  before  it. 
Pott  V.  Bevan,  335 

I.  O.  U. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange,  1. 

JEWS  (REGISTER  OF  THE). 
See  Evidence,  11. 

JOINT  CONTRACTOR. 
See  Pleading,  4. — ^Witness,  5. 

JOINT-STOCK  BANK. 
See  Forgery,  8,  9. 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Where  a  party  had  pleaded  guiltj 
at  the  Central  Criminfd  Court  to  an 
indictment  for  libel,  and  affidavits 
were  filed  both  in  mitigation  and  ag- 
gravation, the  Judges  refused  to  hear 
the  speeches  of  counsel  on  either  side, 
but  formed  their  judgment  of  the 
case  by  reading  the  affidavits.  Reg, 
V.  Gregory,  228 

JUROR. 
See  Challenge  op  the  -Array. 
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JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 
See  False  Imprisonment,  1,  2. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Distress. — Executors  and 
Administrators,  1.— Livery  of 
Seisin. — Pleading,  1. —  Rail- 
way, 1. 

1.  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of 
Drury  Lane  Theatre  [made  a  corpora- 
tion by  the  stat.  50  Greo.  3,  c.  ccxiy, 
loc.  and  pers.]  in  1836  leased  the 
counters  of  the  saloon  of  the  theatre 
and  the  privilege  of  selling  fruit,  &c., 
to  Mrs.  M.  C.  for  seven  years.  She 
died  in  1837,  and  her  son,  the  defend- 
ant soon  after  appUed  to  the  commit- 
tee of  the  theatre  to  become  tenant  on 
the  same  terms  as  the  lease,  and  they 
accepted  him.  He  occupied  down  to 
January,  1843,  and  paid  rent  down 
to  the  latter  part  of  1841 : — Held,  in 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  that 
it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  defendant  had  occupied  as  assig- 
nee of  the  lease  to  his  mother,  or  upon 
a  fresh  taking  upon  the  same  terms  as 
the  lease,  and,  if  the  latter,  he  was 
liable  in  the  present  action:  and  held, 
also,  that  he  would  be  so  hable,  al- 
though in  April,  1843,  he  and  his 
brother  had  taken  out  letters  of  ad- 
ministration to  Mrs.  M.  C,  (therein 
described  as  a  feme  covert  at  the  time 
of  her  death),  and  also  to  her  husband 
who  had  survived  her.  Held,  also, 
that  it  was  no  ground  for  reducing  the 
damages,  that,  in  1841,  the  plaintiffs 
had  let  the  theatre  to  Mr.  M.  <*  sub- 
ject to  the  rights*'  of  the  defendant, 
and  that  Mr.  M.  had  made  regulations 
as  to  the  theatre  and  its  saloon  which 
caused  a  loss  of  profit  to  the  defend- 
ant, unless  those  regulations  were 
made  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiffs, 
or  of  persons  acting  for  them  and  by 
their  authority.  The  Theatre  Royal 
Drury  Lane  Company  of  Proprietor* 
y. Chapman^  14 


2.  If,  whilst  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year  is  in  possession  of  lands  under  an 
agreement  reserving  a  certain  rent,  he 
agrees  with  his  landlord  to  pay  an 
increased  rent,  this  will  not  have  the 
effect  of  creating  a  new  tenancy.  Doe 
d.  Monk  V.  Geeckie,  307 

3.  Where  premises  are  demised  by 
indenture  at  an  entire  rent,  and  there 
is  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  pay 
such  renf,  no  action  for  rent  arrear 
can  be  brought  on  such  covenant,  un- 
less the  lessee  has  been  let  into  full 
possession  of  the  premises  demised. 
Holy  ate  V.  Kay,  341 

4.  Where,  in  such  an  action,  the 
defendant,  in  his  plea,  sets  forth  the 
lease,  and  then  avers  that  "he  en- 
tered and  was  possessed  "  of  the  pre- 
mises thereunder,  this  will  not  estop 
him  from  proving,  that,  when  he  so 
entered,  he  found  some  part  of  the 
said  premises  in  the  possession  of  a 
third  party  under  an  adverse  title. 

Hnd. 

LARCENY. 

Indictment,  1 . — Post-Office  (Of- 
fences RELATING  TO  THE),  2. 

Receiver. 

1.  Overtures  were  made  by  a  per- 
son to  the  servant  of  a  publican,  to 
induce  him  to  join  in  robbing  his 
master's  till.  The  servant  communi- 
cated the  matter  to  the  master,  and 
some  weeks  afterwards,  the  servant, 
by  the  direction  of  the  master,  opened 
a  communication  with  the  person  who 
had  made  the  overtures,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  he  came  to  the 
master's  premises.  The  master  hav- 
ing previously  marked  some  money, 
it  was,  by  his  direction,  placed  upon 
the  counter  by  the  servant,  in  order 
that  it  might  be  taken  up  by  the 
party  who  had  come  for  the  purpose. 
It  was  so  taken  up  by  him: — Held, 
larceny  in  such  party.  Rey,  v.  WU' 
Hams,  1 95 

2.  An  adulterer  cannot  be  coil- 
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▼icted  of  stealing  the  goods  of  the 
husband  brought  by  the  wife  alone  to 
his  lodgings,  and  placed  by  her  in 
the  room  in  which  the  adultery  is 
afterwards  committed,  merely  upon 
Evidence  of  their  being  found  there; 
but  it  seems  it  would  be  otherwise  if 
the  goods  could  be  traced  in  any  way 
to  his  personal  possession.  Bjtg,  r. 
Roienberg,  233 

3.  If  a  person  drop  any  chattel,  and 
another  find  it  and  take  it  away  with 
the  intention  of  appropriating  it  to  his 
own  use,  and  only  restore  it  because  a 
reward  is  offered,  he  is  guilty  of  lar- 
ceny.    Reff.  y.  Peters,  245 

4.  The  only  cases  in  which  a  party 
finding  a  chattel  of  another  can  be 
justified  in  appropriating  it  to  his  own 
use  is,  where  the  owner  cannot  be 
found,  or  where  it  may  be  fairly  said 
that   the  owner   has  abandoned    it. 

Ibid. 

5.  If  a  person  find  the  chattel  of 
another,  and  do  not  immediately  bring 
it  to  the  owner,  in  the  hope  that  by 
bringing  it  on  the  next  day  he  may 
receive  a  present  for  so  doing;  whe- 
ther this  is  a  larceny,  qiuEre,       Ibid. 

6.  A.  picked  up  the  purse  of  B., 
which  contained  money,  on  a  turnpike- 
road  along  which  B.  had  previously 
travelled  by  coach.  A.  converted  the 
purse  and  its  contents  to  his  own  use: 
— Held,  no  larceny,  and  that  A.  was 
liable  civilly,  but  not  criminally.  If 
there  had  been  any  mark  on  the 
purse  by  which  the  owner  could  have 
been  known,  it  would  have  been  other- 
wise.    Reg,  Y.  Mole,  417 

7.  A.  received  goods  from  B.  (who 
was  the  servant  of  C.)  under  colour 
of  a  pretended  sfile:^ Held,  that  the 
fact  of  his  having  received  such  goods 
with  knowledge  that  B.  had  no  au- 
thority to  sell,  and  that  he  was  in 
fact  defrauding  his  master,  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  support  an  indict- 
ment for  larcency  against  A.  jointly 
With  B.     Reg.  v.  Hornby,  305 


8.  Where  a  person  on  whom  stolen 
property  is  found  giTes  to  those  who 
find  him  in  possession  of  it  a  reason- 
able account  of  how  he  came  by  it,  it 
is  incumbent  on  the  prosecutor,  on  the 
trial,  to  shew  that  that  account  b 
untrue.  Aliter,  if  that  account  be 
unreasonable  or  improbable  on  the 
face  of  it.     Reg.  ▼.  Crowhurst,     370 

9.  Where  a  piece  of  wood,  which 
had  been  stolen,  had  been  fi^und  by  a 
constable  in  the  possession  of  the 
prisoner  five  days  after  it  was  lost,  who 
said  that  he  had  bought  it  of  N.,  who 
lived  about  two  miles  off: — Held, 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  prosecu- 
tor to  negative  this  explanation.  Ibid. 

10.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  larceny  as  a  servant,  it  appeared 
that  the  prisoner  lived  in  the  house 
of  the  prosecutor,  and  acted  as  the 
nurse  to  his  sick  daughter,  the  pri- 
soner having  board  and  lodging  and 
occasional  presents  for  her  services, 
but  no  wages.  While  the  prisoner 
was  so  residing,  the  prosecntor^s  wife 
gave  the  prisoner  money  to  pay  a  coal 
bill,  Tvhich  money  the  prisoner  kept, 
and  brought  back  a  forged  receipt  to 
the  coal  bill: — Held,  that  the  pri- 
soner was  not  the  servant  of  the  pro- 
secutor, but  that  this  was  a  larceny  of 
the  money.     Reg.  v.  Smith,  423 

1 1 .  A.  had  agreed  to  buy  straw  of 
B.,  and  sent  his  servant  C.  to  fetch 
it.  C.  did  so,  and  put  down  the 
whole  quantity  of  straw  at  the  door 
of  A.'s  stable,  which  was  in  a  court- 
yard of  A.,  and  then  went  to  A.,  and 
asked  him  to  send  some  one  with  the 
key  of  the  hay-loft,  which  was  over 
the  stable,  which  A.  did,  and  C.  put 
part  of  the  straw  into  the  hay-loft, 
and  carried  the  rest  away  to  a  pubUc- 
house,  and  sold  it: — Held,  that  this 
carr3ring  away  of  the  straw  by  C,  if 
done  with  a  felonious  intent,  was  a 
larceny,  and  not  an  embezzlement,  as 
the  delivery  of  the  straw  to  A.  was 
complete  when  it  was  pat  down  at 
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the  atable-door.     Beg.  t.  Eayteard, 
518 

1 2.  A.  was  supplied  with  a  qnan- 
titf  of  pig-iron  by  B.  &  Co.,  his  em- 
ployers, which  he  was  to  put  iato  a 
furnace  to  be  melted,  and  he  was  paid 
according  to  the  weight  of  tbe  metal 
which  ran  out  of  the  faniace  and  be- 
came puddle  bars.  A.  put  the  pig-iron 
iuto  the  famace,  and  also  put  in  with 
it  au  iron  axle  of  B.  &  Co.,  which  waa 
not  pig-iron;  the  value  of  the  aile  to 
B.  &  Co.  was  7«.,  but  the  gain  to  tbe 
prisoner  by  melting  it  and  thua  in- 
creasing the  quantity  of  metal  which 
ran  from  the  furnace  was  Irf.r — 
Held,  that,  if  the  prisoner  put  the 
axle  into  the  furnace  with  a  felo- 
nious intent  to  convert  it  to  a  purpose 
for  his  own  profit,  it  was  a  larceny. 
Reg.  T.  RieAardt,  532 

13.  A.  was  indicted  in  one  count 
for  steahng  a  cheque,  and  in  another 
count  for  stealing  a  piece  of  paper. 
It  was  proved  that  the  G.  W.  R.  Co. 
drew  in  London  a  cheque  on  their 
London  hankers,  and  sent  it  to  one  of 
their  officers  at  Taunton  to  pay  a 
poor's  rate  there,  and  he  at  Taunton 
gave  it  to  the  prisoner,  a  clerk  of 
the  company,  to  take  to  the  overseer, 
but,  instead  of  doing  so,  be  converted 
it  to  his  own  use:— Held,  that,  even 
if  the  cheque  was  void  under  the  13th 
section  of  the  slat.  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184, 
the  prisoner  might  be  properlv  con- 
victed on  the  count  for  ateafing  a 
piece  of  paper.     Ay.  v.  Perry,     725 

LARCENY  IN  A  DWELLING- 
HOUSE. 

1 .  A  personwho  in  Au  men  dtotlUng- 
houte  steals  tbe  goods  of  another  to 
the  ralae  of  £5,  may  be  convicted  of 
larceny  in  a  dwelling-house  to  the  i 
tbIhc  of  £5,  under  tbe  stat.  7  Will,  I 
4  &  1  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  2.  Reg.  v.  Bow- 
den,  147    ' 

3.  A  member  of  a  duh  was  indicted 
fiw  stealing  some  of  the  plate  used  at   | 


the  club-house.  Tbe  house-steward 
slept  in  tbe  bouse,  and  he  stated,  that 
he  bad  the  charge  of  all  tbe  plate,  and 
was  responsible  for  it;  but  it  appeared 
that  the  plate  was  delivered  every 
night  to  the  under-butler,  who  was 
appointed  by  tbe  club;  and  by  him 
placed  in  a  chest  in  tbe  pantry.  The 
indictment  described  the  property  ta 
tbe  goods  of  tbe  house-steward,  and 
alleged  it  to  have  been  stolen  in  his 
dwelling-house: — ^r/iJ, that, upon  the 
evidence,  it  was  wrong  in  both  re- 
spects, inasmuch  as  his  sleeping  in  the 
bouse  was  only  as  a  servant  of  the 
club;  and  his  alleged  respouaibility 
was  not  coupled  with  any  custody  of 
tbe  property,  either  by  himself  or  by 
his  own  servants.      Reg.  v,  Atkleg, 


LEAVING  A  SEAMAN  ASHORE. 
In  an  indictment  against  the  mas- 
ter of  a  merchant  ship,  on  the  stat. 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  19,  for  wilfiilly  and 
wrongfully  leaving  a  seaman  behind 
before  tbe  termination  of  the  voyage 
for  which  be  was  shipped,  the  allega- 
tiou  of  ownership  is  n  material  allega- 
tion, and  must  be  proved  as  laid;  and 
the  only  defence  which  tbe  master 
can  set  up  is,  tbe  production  of  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  consul  or  other  party 
mentioned  in  tbe  statute,  or  proof 
that  it  was  impossible  to  obtain  such 
certiScate.     Reg.  v.  Dunnett,        425 


LETTER. 


LHTTTER  OF  ATTOENElf, 
See  Power  of  Attorney, 

LIBEL. 
1 .  In  case  for  a  libel  against  a  co- 
partnership, the  jury  may  take  into 
their  coosfderation,  in  estimating  the 
damages  to  which  Uie  plaintiffii  are  en- 
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titled,  the  prospective  injurj  which 
may  accrue  to  the  partnership  from 
the  defendant's  act.  Gregory  ▼.  WUr 
Uams,  568 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  libel,  charging 
the  plainti£P  with  a  false  and  malicious 
prosecution,  in  which  the  defendants 
pleaded  that  the  statements  in  the 
alleged  libel  are  true,  evidence  is  not 
receivable  of  statements  made  by  wit- 
nesses examined  before  the  magistrates 
on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  in  order 
to  shew  quo  animo  the  prosecution 
was  conducted.      Newton    v.  Rowe, 

616 

LIEN. 
See  Trover,  5. 

LIMITATION. 

£iee  Commencement  of  Prosecu- 
tion. 

LIVERY  OF  SEISIN. 

The  assent  of  a  tenant  at  will  is 
not  necessary  in  order  to  perfect  a 
livery  of  seisin.  Doe  d.  Hindmarch  v. 
Oliver,  543 

LOADED  ARMS  (ATTEMPTING 
TO  DISCHARGE). 

See  Shooting,  3. 

LOST  DEED. 
See  Evidence,  30. 

MAGISTRATE. 
See  False  Imprisonment. 

MAIMING  CATTLE. 

In  order  to  constitute  a  maiming  of 
a  horse  within  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  30,  s.  16,  it  is  essential  that  &  per- 
manent injury  should  have  been  in- 
flicted on  the  animal.     Reg.  v.  Jeans, 

539 


MALICIOUSLY    NOT   GIVING 

NOTICE  THAT   A  JUDGMENT 

WAS  SATISFIED. 

1.  E.  having  obtained  a  judgment 
against  F.  and  T.,  he,  by  H.,  his  at- 
torney, sued  out  concurrent  writs  of 
ca.  sa.  into  London  and  Surrey.  F. 
was  taken  on  the  former  writ,  and,  on 
giving  to  H.  a  promissory  note  jointly 
with  B.  as  his  surety,  was  discharged. 
No  notice  of  this  was  given  to  the 
sheri£P  of  Surrey,  and  he  took  T.  on 
the  other  writ  of  ca.  sa.  In  an  action 
against  H.  for  malicioushr  omitting 
to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  Surrey, 
that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied 
by  the  arrangement  with  F. :  — Held, 
that,  to  support  this  action,  the  jury 
must  be  satisfied  that  there  was  ma- 
lice; but  that  to  constitute  malice  it 
was  not  necessary  that  H.  should  have 
acted  from  any  spite  or  ill-will,  or  the 
like,  but  that,  if  he  acted  as  he  did 
from  any  indirect  motive,  such  as  to 
get  the  debt  for  his  client  from  T.,  or 
to  get  more  costs  for  himself,  that 
would  be  malice  for  this  purpose. 
Held,  also,  that  the  mere  fact  of  fi. 
not  giving  notice  to  the  sheriff  of 
Surrey  that  the  judgment  had  been 
satisfied  was  one  from  which  alone  the 
jury  might  infer  malice;  but  that,  if 
they  thought  that  H.  had  been  de- 
frauded when  he  received  the  promis- 
sory note,  or  had  taken  it  on  a  repre- 
sentation that  the  parties  were  solvent 
when  they  were  not  so,  this  would  go 
to  negative  the  malice.  Tebbutt  v. 
Holt,  280 

2.  In  an  action  for  maliciously 
omitting  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriff 
that  a  judgment  had  been  satisfied  by 
another  co-defendant,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  was  taken  in  execution  after 
the  judgment  had  been  satisfied,  the 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  no- 
minal damages.  The  judge  would 
not  certify,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict, 
c.  24,  that  the  grievance  was  wilfid 


MA.P. 


MARRIAGE  &c. 


789 


and  malicious,  and  would  not  receive 
affidavits  either  in  support  or  in  op- 
position to  the  application.  Ibid, 

MANSLAUGHTER. 

See  Assault,  8. — Indictment,  3. 
— Inquisition. 

1 .  Semblcy  if  A.  kill  B.  under  pro- 
vocation of  a  blow  not  sufficiently 
violent  in  itself  to  render  the  killing 
manslaughter,  but  the  blow  be  accom- 
panied by  very  aggravating  words  and 
gestures,  that  will  be  but  manslaughter 
in  A.     Reg,  v.  Sherwood,  556 

2.  Where  husband  and  wife  are  se- 
parated by  common  consent,  the  hus- 
band granting  the  wife  a  stipulated 
allowance,  which  is  regularly  paid,  he 
is  not  bound  to  supply  her  with  shel- 
ter; but  if  he  knows,  or  be  informed 
that  she  is  without  shelter,  and  re- 
fuses to  provide  her  with  it,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  her  death  ensues — 
Setnble,  that  he  is  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter, (even  though  the  wife  be 
labouring  under  disease  which  must 
ultimately  prove  fatal),  if  it  can  be 
shewn  that  her  death  was  accelerated 
for  want  of  the  shelter  which  he  had 
denied.     Reg,  v,  Plummer,  600 

MAP. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
the  non-repair  of  a  highway,  a  map 
of  the  parish,  produced  from  the  pa- 
rish chest,  which  map  was  made  un- 
der an  inclosure  act,  (which  was  a 
private  act,  not  printed),  is  not  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  to  shew  the  bound- 
aries of  the  parish,  without  proof  of 
the  inclosure  act;  but  it  being  proved 
by  the  surveyor  who  made  the  map 
thirty-four  years  before  the  trial,  that 
he  laid  down  the  boundaries  of  the 
parish  from  the  information  of  an  old 
man,  then  about  sixty,  who  went 
round  and  shewed  them  to  him: — 


Held,  that,  on  this  proof,  the  map 
would  have  been  receivable  as  evi- 
dence of  reputation,  if  it  had  been 
also  proved  that  the  old  man  was 
dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  but  that 
it  was  not  receivable  at  all  without 
proof  of  his  death.  Reg.  v.  The  In- 
habitants  of  Milton,  58 

MARKET  OVERT. 
See  Stolen  Goods. — ^Trover,  2. 

MARRIAGE. 
SeeBiQkMY,  1,4. — Evidence,  22. 

MARRIAGE  (BREACH  OF  PRO- 
MISE  OF). 

See  Right  to  begin,  3. 

1.  If  a  man  enter  into  a  promise 
of  marriage  in  ignorance  of  the  fact 
that  the  woman  has  had  an  illegiti- 
mate child,  and  discovers  that  before 
the  marriage,  and  on  that  ground  de- 
clines entering  into  the  marriage,  he 
has  a  right  to  do  so,  although  the 
transaction  as  to  the  child  may  have 
taken  place  ten  or  more  years  ago, 
and  the  conduct  of  the  woman  may 
have  been  since  perfectly  correct;  but, 
if  the  man  knew,  or  had  reason  to 
know,  at  the  time  of  the  promise,  that 
the  woman  had  such  a  child,  and  gave 
that  afterwards  as  his  reason  for  re- 
fusing to  marry,  that  would  be  no  de- 
fence in  point  of  law  to  an  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage.  Bench 
V.  Merrick,  463 

2.  Form  of  plea  that  the  parties 
agreed  to  exonerate  each  other  from 
the  promise.  148 

3.  Form  of  plea  that  the  defendant 
broke  his  promise  because  the  plain- 
tiff was  of  unchaste  behaviour. 

464  (a) 

4.  The  like  plea  because  the  plam- 
tiff  was  of  intemperate  habits,  465,  n. 
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ment  of  a  patent,  the  defendant  plead 
not  guilty,  that  the  invention  was  not 
new,  and  that  the  specification  is  not 
sufficient;  and  the  defendant  at  the 
trial  consent  to  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, without  any  evidence  being  given, 
the  judge  will  not  certify,  under  the 
Stat.  5  &  G  Will.  4,  c.  83,  s.  3, 
**  that  the  validity  of  the  patent  came 
in  question  before  him."  Stacker  v. 
Rodger 9 i  99 

2.  If  the  inventor  of  a  machine 
lend  it  to  another  in  order  to  have  its 
Qualities  tested,  and  that  other  use  it 
ror  some  weeks  in  a  public  workroom; 
this  is  not  giving  the  invention  such 

Eublicity  as  to  deprive  the  inventor  of 
is  right  to  obtain  letters-patent  for 
it.     Bentley  v.  Fleming^  587 

3.  A  machine  does  not  cease  to  be 
the  subject  of  a  patent,  merely  be- 
cause of  the  length  of  time  during 
which  the  inventor  may  keep  it  by 
him,  afler  it  has  been  made  a  com- 
plete workable  machine.  Ibid, 

PAYMENT. 
See  Right  to  begin,  5. 

PERJURY. 

See    False    Declaration. — Tra- 
verse, 4. 

1.  An  indictment  for  peijury  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  on  the 
trial  of  an  action  of  debt,  brought  and 
tried  in  a  county  court,  stated,  in  the 
first  count,  that  the  county  court  was 
holden  before  H.  M.  B.,  Esq.,  the 
high  sheriff,  and  the  oath  sworn  be- 
fore him;  in  the  second  count  that  the 
county  court  was  holden  before  C.  J. 
B.,  gent.,  the  county  clerk,  and  the 
oath  sworn  before  him;  and  in  the 
third  count  that  the  county  court  was 
held  before  C.  J.  B.,  gent.,  the  county 
clerk,  and  the  suitors,  [naming  them], 
and  the  oath  sworn  before  C.  J.  B., 
"  so  being  such  county  clerk  as  afore- 
said, and  T.  J.,  [naming  them],  suitors 


of  the  said  court  of  the  said  sheriff  as 
aforesaid:*' — Heldy  bad,  as  the  county 
court  was  misdescribed  in  each  of  the 
counts,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  county 
clerk  being  also  a  freeholder  of  the 
county  made  no  difference.  Reg.  v. 
Fellowee,  115 

2 .  An  indictment  for  perjury  stated, 
that  H.  L.  stood  charged  by  F.  W., 
before  T.  S.,  clerk,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  with  having  committed  a  tres- 
pass, by  entering  and  being  in  the 
daytime  on  certain  land  in  pnrsuit  of 
game,  on  the  12th  of  August,  1843; 
and  that  T.  S.  proceeded  to  the  hear- 
ing of  the  chai^,  and  that,  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  charge,  the  defendant 
C.  B.  falsely  swore  that  he  did  not  see 
H.  L.  during  the  whole  of  the  said 
12th  of  August,  meaning  that  he,  the 
said  C.  B.,  did  not  see  the  said  H.  L. 
at  all  on  the  said  12th  day  of  August 
in  the  year  aforesaid;  and  that,  at  the 
time  he,  the  said  C.  B.,  moore  as  afore- 
said, it  was  material  and  necessary 
for  the  said  T.  S.,  so  being  such  jus- 
tice as  aforesaid,  to  inquire  of  and  be 
informed  by  the  said  C.  B.,  whether 
he,  the  said  C.  B.,  did  see  the  said 
U.  L.  at  all  during  the  said  12th  day 
of  August,  in  the  year  aforesaid:" — 
Held^  that  this  averment  of  materiahty 
was  insufficient,  because,  consistently 
with  this  averment,  it  might  have  been 
material  for  T.  S.  in  some  other  mat- 
ter, and  not  in  the  matter  stated  to 
have  been  in  issue  before  him,  to  have 
put  this  question,  and  received  this 
answer.  Reg.  v.  Bartholomew,      366 

3.  An  indictment  for  perjury,  re- 
moved by  certiorari,  came  on  to  be 
tried  as  a  Nisi  Prius  record.  As  soon 
as  the  jury  were  sworn,  the  defendant 
asked  to  have  the  indictment  read  at 
length  to  the  Court  and  jury.  The 
judge  directed  it  to  be  done.  Reg.  v. 
Newton,  469 

4.  An  indictment  for  perjury  in  an 
affidavit  stated  the  affidavit  to  have 
been  sworn  "  before  one   R.  G.  W., 
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then  and  there  being  a  commissioner 
duly  authorized  and  empowered  to 
take  affidavits  in  the  said  county  of 
Gloucester,  in  or  concerning  an  j  cause 
depending  in  her  said  Majesty's  Court 
of  Exchequer  at  "Westminster."      It 
was  proved  by  Mr.  R.  G.  W.,  that  he 
had  acted  as  a  commissioner  for  tak- 
ing affidavits  in  the  Exchequer    for 
ten  years,  but  had  never  seen  his  com- 
mission; and  that  ten  years  ago  he 
appHed  to  his  agent  to  procure  for  him 
a  commission  to  take  affidavits  in  the 
Exchequer,  and  that  his  agent  had 
told  him  that  he  had  done  so: — Held, 
that  the  proof  of  Mr.  R.  G.  W.'s 
acting  as  a  commissioner  was  primd 
facie  evidence  that  he  was  so.    Ibid, 
5.  On  an  application  to  a  judge  to 
discharge  A.  from  custody  on  a  ca.  sa., 
A.  made  an  affidavit,  in  which  he 
stated,  that  he  had  been  previously 
taken  in  execution  on  the  same  judg- 
ment and  discharged  by  order  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney ;  and  that,  in  order 
to  make  the  second  arrest,  the  back 
door  of  his  house  had  been  broken 
open.     A.  being  indicted  for  perjury 
on  this  affidavit,  the  indictment  in  set- 
ting out  the  affidavit  alleged,  that  the 
defendant  swore  and  made  affidavit, 
that  G.  W.,  the  officer  who  made  the 
second  arrest,  "  was  appointed  for  the 
purpose  of  such  occasion  only,  at  the 
special  instance  and  part  of  the  said 
plaintiff;"  and  that  G.  W.   "made 
efforts  to  break  the  front  hall-door  of 
the  said  dwelling-house,"  and  "  then 
went  round  to  the  door  of  the  back- 
kitchen  of  deponent's  said  dwelling- 
house,  which  is  the  only  outer-door  of 
the  same."    The  affidavit  itself  stated, 
that  G.  W.  was  appointed  "  at  the 
special  instance  and  peril  of  the  said 
plaintiff,"  and  that  G.  W.  "went  round 
to  the  door  of  the  back-kitchen  of  de- 
ponent's said  dwelling-house,  which 
is  the  only  other  outer-door  of  the 
same."     It  being  objected,  that  these 
were  variances,  the  judge  allowed  them 


to  be  amended  under  the  stat.  9  Geo. 
4,  c.  15,  as  neither  of  the  assignments 
of  perjury  were  at  all  affected  by  these 
misrecitals  of  the  affidavits,  and  there- 
fore these  misrecitals  could  not  affect 
the  merits  of  the  case.  Ibid. 

6.  A  person  may  be  indicted  for 
perjury  who  gives  fidse  evidence  before 
agrand  jury  when  examined  as  a  witness 
before  them  upon  a  bill  of  indictment, 
and  another  witness  on  the  same  in- 
dictment, who  is  in  the  grand  jury- 
room  while  such  person  is  under  ex- 
amination, is  competent  to  prove  what 
such  witness  swore  before  the  grand- 
jury,  and  so  is  a  police-officer  who 
was  stationed  within  the  grand-jury- 
room-door  to  receive  the  different  bills 
at  the  door,  and  take  them  to  the 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury ;  these  per- 
sons not  being  sworn  to  secresy,  al- 
though the  grand  jury  are  so.  Reff, 
y.  Hughes,  519 

7.  To  convict  a  person  of  perjury 
in  swearing  falsely  before  a  grand  jury, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  shew  that  the 
person  swore  to  the  contrary  before 
the  examining  magistrate,  as  non  con- 
stat, which  of  the  contradictory  state- 
ments was  the  true  one.  Ibid, 

8.  Form  of  indictment.  Ibid. 

9.  An  indictment  for  perjury  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  on  a 
writ  of  trial,  stated  the  trial  to  have 
taken  place  before  the  high  sheriff. 
It  was  proved,  that,  when  the  defend- 
ant gave  evidence  on  the  writ  of  trial, 
neither  the  high  sheriff,  nor  the  un- 
der-sheriff, were  present;  but  that  the 
writ  of  trial  was  executed  before  Mr. 
S.,  the  sheriff's  assessor,  who  was 
proved  to  have  been  in  the  constant 
practice  of  acting  as  the  sheriff's  as- 
sessor and  deputy,  but  the  writ  of 
trial  was  directed  to  the  sheriff,  and 
it  was  stated  in  the  postea  that  the 
trial  took  place  before  him: — Held, 
that  the  allegations  in  the  indictment 
was  supported,  and  that  it  sufficiently 
appeared  that  Mr.  S.  had  authority 
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PIfADINO. 


PLEADING. 


to  execute  the  writ  of  triaL     Reg,  ▼. 

Ihinn,  730 

10.  Fonn  of  indictment.         Ibid. 

PLEA  IN  ABATEMENT. 
See  Pleading,  4. 

PLEA  PUIS  DARREIN  CONTI- 
NUANCE. 

See  Pleading,  2. 

PLEADING. 

See  Attorney.— Executors  and 
Administrators,  1. 

1.  A.  entered  into  a  written  agree- 
ment with  B.  to  let  him  a  house  for  a 
year,  and  therein  stipulated  that  if  B. 
expendedmoney  in  repairing  the  house, 
and  A.  did  not  at  the  end  of  the  year 
grant  to  or  procure  for  B.  a  lease  of 
the  house  for  seven  years,  A.  would 
repay  to  B.  half  the  amount  of  the 
repairs,  not  exceeding  £40,  within 
the  year.  B.  expended  money  in  re- 
pairs, and  had  paid  the  workmen,  and 
A.  neither  granted  nor  procured  the 
lease: — Held^  that  B.  could  not,  on  a 
common  count  for  money  paid,  reco- 
yer  the  half  of  the  amount  of  the  re- 
pairs under  the  agreement,  hut  that 
the  declaration  must  he  special.  Thur- 
nell  y.  Symonde^  44 

2.  Semble,  that  a  plea  puis  darrein 
continuance  at  Nisi  Prius  should  he 
tendered  to  the  judge  within  the  eight 
days  allowed  by  the  Reg.  Gen.  of 
Hilary  Term,  1834,  though  the  cause 
may  not  have  been  reached  in  its  turn. 
Toumsend  y.  Smith,  160 

3.  Where  issue  is  taken  on  an  aver- 
ment in  a  declaration,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  ''ready  and  willing  and  able" 
to  do  a  certain  act,  the  defendant  may 
shew  thereunder  any  circumstance — 
such  as  the  insanity  of  the  plaintiff — 
which  disqualified  him  from  doing  the 
act  in  question.     Kirtley  y.  Copeland, 

319 

4.  A  plea  in  abatement  to  an  action 


ex  eotUraeiu  must,  to  be  a  good  plea, 
set  forth  the  names  of  all  the  psVties 
with  whom  the  defendant  was  joined 
as  a  co-contracton     Crellin  ▼•  Brook, 

571 

Pleadinge  (Forme  of), 

1 .  Flea  in  action  for  breach  of  pro- 
mise of  marriage,  that  the  parties 
agreed  to  exonerate  each  other  from 
the  promise.  148 

2.  Plea  in  the  like  action  that  the 
plaintiff  was  of  unchaste  behavioar. 

464  (a) 

3.  The  like,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
was  of  intemperate  habits.       465  (a) 

4.  Declaration  for  malidonsly  omit- 
ting to  give  notice  that  a  judgment 
was  satisfied.  282  (a) 

5.  Declaration  against  an  inn- 
keeper for  not  receiving  a  guest. 

404  (a) 

6.  Pleas  in  that  action  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  hear  the  plaintiff 
knock  at  the  inn  door,  and  that  there 
was  no  room  in  the  inn.  IHSL 

7.  Declaration  against  a  commis- 
sioner of  a  court  of  requests  for  acting 
without  a  qualification.  408  (a) 

8.  Declaration  by  the  administrator 
of  a  legatee,  for  a  legacy  which  the 
executor  was  to  hold,  paying  interest 
for  it.  642  {a) 

9.  Plea  justifying  the  dismissal  of 
a  pnpil  and  assistant  to  a  surgeon  for 
misconduct,  and  injuring  his  employ- 
er's practice.  665 

Form  of  IndictmenU. 

1.  For  making  a  false  declaration 
under  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  62, 
s.  13.  tli^a) 

2.  For  false  pretences  to  obtain 
money  from  a  benefit  society.  250  (a) 

3.  For  attempt  to  murder,  by  plac- 
ing a  child  in  a  bag  and  hanging  the 
bag  to  park  palings,  497 

4.  For  defacing,  destroying,  and 
injuring  a  parish  register  of  baptism. 

501 


POST  OFFICE. 


POSTPONING  TRIAL.    795 


5.  For  perjury  in  swearing  to  that 
which  the  defendant  did  not  know. 

475  (a) 

6.  For  peijarj  committed  before 
firand  jury.  520 
^  7.  ForVerjury  on  a  trial  had  under 
a  writ  of  trial.  732 

8.  For  concealment  of  birth.     623 

9.  Against  a  bankrupt  for  not  sur- 
rendering. 1 68 

POACHING. 

1.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  on 
the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69>  s.  9,  for 
n^ht  poaching,  it  appeared  that  the 
o^nce  was  committed  on  the  1 2th  of 
January,  1844.  The  indictment  was 
preferred  on  the  1st  of  March,  1845. 
The  warrant  of  commitment  by  which 
the  defendant  was  committed  to  take 
his  trial  for  this  offence  was  given  in 
eridence:  it  was  dated  on  the  1 1th  of 
December,  1844: — Held,  that  it  was 
sufficiently  shewn  that  the  prosecution 
was  commenced  "  within  twelve  calen- 
dar months  after  the  commission"  of 
the  offence,  within  the  4th  section  of 
that  statute.     Reg,  v.  Austin,       621 

2.  In  a  case  of  night  poaching 
by  three  or  more  armed,  if  one  has  a 
gun,  all  are  armed  within  the  stat.  9 
6.  4,  c.  69,  s.  9.   Reff,  v.  Gaod/ellow, 

724 

POISON  (ADMINISTERING). 
See  Assault,  3. — Attempting  to 

ADMINISTER  PoiSON. 

POST  LETTER. 
See  Post-office. 

POST-OFFICE   (OFFENCES   RE- 
LATING TO  THE). 

1 .  A  post-office  being  at  an  inn,  a 
person  was  sent  to  put  a  letter,  con- 
taining promissory  notes,  into  the 
post.  He  took  it  to  the  inn  with 
money  to  prepay  the  postage;  he  did 
not  put  it  into  the  letter-box,  but  laid 


the  letter,  and  the  money  upon  it, 
upon  a  table  in  the  passage  of  the  inn, 
in  which  passage  the  letter-box  was, 
and  he  pointed  out  the  letter  to  the 
prisoner,  who  was  a  female  servant  at 
the  inn,  who  said  she  would  '*  give  it 
to  them."  The  prisoner,  who  was  not 
authorized  by  the  innkeeper,  her  mat- 
ter, to  receive  letters  for  him,  stole 
the  letter  and  its  contents: — Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  "  post-letter*' 
within  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict,  c 
36,  ss.  27,  28,  and  that  the  stealing 
of  the  letter  and  its  contents  by  the 
prisoner  was  not  an  offence  within 
either  of  those  sections.  Re^.  y. 
Harley,  69 

2.  Mr.  R.,  an  officer  in  the  post- 
office  in  London,  intending  to  try  the 
honesty  of  A.  G.,  the  post-mistress  of 
Enstone,  went  to  Oxford,  and  having 
put  marked  money  into  a  letter,  direct- 
ed to  ^'  Tomas  Hicks,  Radford  Lane, 
Exeter,"  placed  this  letter  in  a  bundle 
of  letters  in  the  Oxford  post-office, 
which  was  to  go  to  the  Enstone  post- 
office.  This  letter  going  in  the  bundle 
of  letters  to  the  Enstone  post-office, 
A.  G.  took  out  the  marked  money 
and  denied  any  knowledge  of  the 
letter.  Mr.  R.  neither  knew  any 
person  named  Tomas  Hicks,  nor  that 
there  was  any  such  place  as  Radford 
Lane  in  Exeter:  — Held,  that  this  was 
not  a  stealing  of  a  '<  post-letter"  within 
the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  36,  but  that  the 
taking  of  the  money  by  A.  G.  was  a 
larceny.     Reg.  v.  Gardner,  628 

POSTPONING  TIOAL. 

1 .  If  it  is  moved,  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution  in  a  case  of  felony,  to 
put  off  the  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the 
absence  of  a  material  witness,  who  has 
not  made  a  deposition  before  the  com- 
mitting magistrate,  the  judge  will  re- 
quire an  affidavit  stating  what  points 
the  witness  is  expected  to  prove,  in 
order  that  he  may  form  a  judgment 


796 


PBACTICE. 


PROSECUTION  &c. 


as  to  the  witness  being  material  or 
not.     Reg,  y.  Savage^  75 

2.  An  affidavit  of  a  surgeon,  tbat 
a  witness  is  the  mother  of  an  un- 
weaned  child,  which  is  afflicted  with 
inflammation  of  the  lungs,  and  that 
the  child  could  neither  be  brought  to 
the  assize  town  nor  separated  from  its 
mother  without  danger  to  its  life,  is 
sufficient  ground  for  the  absence  of 
the  witness,  in  order  to  found  a  mo- 
tion to  postpone  the  trial.  Ibid, 

3.  Semble,  that  a  trial  for  felony 
may  be  postponed  on  application  bj 
the  prisoner  on  sufficient  cause  shewn 
br  affidavit,  after  the  jury  have  been 
charged  with  the  indictment,  and  be- 
fore any  evidence  has  been  given  in 
the  case.     Reg,  y.  Fitzgerald,       201 

4.  A  defendant  cannot  be  presumed 
to  know  what  evidence' will  be  required 
until  after  issue  joined;  and,  there- 
fore, where  it  appeared,  that,  between 
that  time  and  the  first  day  of  the 
assizes,  due  diligence  had  been  used 
to  procure  the  attendance  of  a  material 
and  necessary  witness,  but  without 
effect,  the  judge  ordered  the  trial  to 
be  put  off,  on  the  defendant  bringing 
the  money  into  court  and  paying 
costs.     Dale  v.  Healdf  314 

POUND. 
See  Cruelty  to  Animals. 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

A  person  who  pays  money  to  an- 
other, who  is  authorized  to  receive  it 
by  a  power  of  attorney,  is  not  entitled 
to  keep  possession  of  the  power  of 
attorney.  Pridmore  v.  Harrison,  613 

PRACTICE. 

See  Addressing  the  Jury.-—  Iden- 
tifying Prisoners. — Indict- 
ment, 6. — Judgment. — Post- 
poning Trial.  —  Reply.  — 
Right  to  begin. — Trial. 

Where  countermand  of  notice  of 


trial  is  given  after  the  commission 
day,  and  the  record  is  not  withdrawn, 
the  proper  course,  is,  on  the  cause 
being  called  on,  to  nonsuit  the  plain- 
tiff.    Haworth  v.  WhaUey,  586 

PREVIOUS  CONVICTION. 

1 .  A  certificate  of  a  previous  con- 
viction under  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  28,  s.  1 1,  must  state  that  judgment 
was  given.     Reg,  v.  Aekroyd,       158 

2.  Where  a  prisoner  is  indicted  for  a 
felouy  after  a  previous  conviction  un- 
der 7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  28,  s.  11,  it  is 
sufficient  to  allege  in  the  indictment 
that  the  prisoner  was  ''convicted  of 
felony,"  without  stating  the  judgment. 
Reg,  y,  Spencer,  159 

PRINCIPAL  AND  ACCESSARY. 
See  Accessary. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Agent. 

PRINCIPALS  IN  OFFENCE. 
See  Coin,  4. — Misdemeanour. 

PRISONER'S  PASS. 
See  Forgery,  3,  4. 

PROMISE  OF   MARRIAGE 
(BREACH  OF). 

See  Right  to  begin,  3. 

Form  of  plea  that  the  parties  agreed 
to  exonerate  each  other  from  the  pro- 
mise, 148 

PROMOTIONS,  444,  620,  751. 

PROOF  OF  FOREIGN  LAWS. 
iS^fe  Foreign  Laws. 

PROSECUTION  (COMMENCE- 
MENT OF). 

i^ee  Commencement  of  Prosecu- 
tion. 


RAILWAY. 


RAPE. 
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PROSECUTION  (GOVERN- 
MENT). 

See  Reply. 

PUIS  DURREIN  CONTINU- 
ANCE. 

See  Pleading,  2. 

PUPIL  AND  ASSISTANT. 

1 .  A  person  has  a  right  to  dismiss 
a  servant  for  misconduct,  but  has  no 
right  to  turn  away  an  apprentice  be- 
cause he  misbehaves;  but  the  case  of 
a  young  man  seventeen  years  old,  who, 
under  a  written  agreement  not  under 
seal,  is  placed  with  a  surgeon,  as 
*' pupil  and  assistant,**  and  with 
whom  a  premium  is  paid,  is  a  case 
between  that  of  apprenticeship  and 
service;  and  if  such  a  person  on  some 
occasions  come  home  intoxicated,  this 
alone  will  not  justify  the  surgeon  in 
dismissing  him.  But  if  the  pupil  and 
assistant,  by  employing  the  shop-boy 
to  compound  the  medicines,  occasion 
real  danger  to  the  surgeon's  practice, 
this  would  justify  the  surgeon  in  dis- 
missing him.     W'ise  v.  Wilson,     662 

2.  Form  of  plea.  Ihid, 

QUASHING  INDICTMENT. 
See  Traverse,  4. 

RAILWAY. 

1.  A.  was  tenant  of  a  farm  over 
which  two  railways  passed,  in  respect 
of  which  tenant's  damages  were  pay- 
able to  the  owner  of  the  land,  or  to 
his  lessees  or  tenants.  A.  received 
the  money; — Held,  that,  if  the  land 
covered  by  the  railways  passed  to 
A.  by  the  agreement  under  which 
he  became  tenant,  the  owner  could 
not  recover  that  money  as  money  had 
and  received  to  his  use.  Wilson  v. 
Anderson,  544 

VOL.  I. 


2.  A  railway  act  imposed  a  penalty 
on  the  company  for  the  interruption 
of  any  road,  and,  in  the  case  of  a  pri- 
vate road,  made  the  penalty  ''  payable 
to  the  owner  thereof:" — Held,  that 
the  tenant  of  the  farm  over  which 
the  road  passed  could  not  sue  for  the 
penalty.  The  same  act  enacted,  that 
any  penalty  imposed  thereby,  the  re- 
covery of  which  was  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  might  be  recovered  by 
summary  proceeding,  upon  complaint 
before  two  or  more  justices: — Held, 
that  this  did  not  bar  the  party  entitled 
from  his  remedy  by  action  at  law. 
Collinson  v.  Newcastle  and  Darlington 
Railway  Company,  546 

RAPE. 

See  Abusing  Female  Children. 
— Assault,  7. 

1 .  If,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  carnally  knowing  and  abusing  a  fe- 
male child  under  ten  years  old,  the 
jury  are  satisfied,  that,  at  any  time, 
any  part  of  the  virile  member  of  the 
prisoner  was  within  the  labia  of  the 
pudendum  of  the  child,  no  matter  how 
little,  this  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
penetration,  and  the  jury  ought  to 
convict  the  prisoner  of  the  complete 
offence.     Reg,y,  Lines,  393 

2.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  rape,  the  prosecutrix,  a  servant, 
stated  that  she  made  almost  imme- 
diate complaint  to  her  mistress,  and 
that  on  the  next  day  a  washerwoman 
washed  her  clothes,  on  which  were 
blood.  Neither  the  mistress  nor  the 
washerwoman  were  under  recogni- 
zance to  give  evidence,  nor  were  their 
names  on  the  back  of  the  indictment, 
but  they  were  at  the  assizes  attending 
as  witnesses  for  the  prisoner.  The 
judge  directed  that  both  the  mistress 
and  the  washerwoman  should  be  called 
by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution, 
but  said  that  he  should  allow  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  every  lati- 
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tade  in  their  examination.    Reg.  t. 
Stiwigr,  650 

3.  On  a  trial  for  a  rape,  it  was 
proved  that  the  prisoner  made  the 
prosecutrix  quite  drunk,  and  that 
when  she  was  in  a  state  orinsensibility 
the  prisoner  took  advantage  of  it,  and 
violated  her.  The  jury  convicted  the 
prisoner,  and  fbnnd  that  the  prisoner 
gave  her  the  hquur  for  the  purpose  of 
exciting  her,  and  not  with  the  intention 
of  rendering  her  insensible,  and  tlien 
having  seznal  intercourse  with  her. — 
The  fifteen  judges  held  that  the  pri- 
soner was  properly  convicted  of  rape. 
Reff.  V.  Complin,  746 

RECEIVER. 

W.  stole  a  watch  frani  A.,  and 
while  W.  and  L.  were  in  custody  to- 
gether, W.  told  L.  that  he  had 
"planted"  the  watch  under  a  flag  in 
the  soot-cellar  of  L.'s  bouse;  oiler  this 
L.  was  discharged  and  went  to  th.. 
flag  and  took  np  the  watch,  and  sent 
his  wife  to  pawn  it:— fleH,  that,  ifL. 
thus  took  the  watch  in  consequence  of 
W.'s  information,  W.  telling  L.,  in 
order  that  he  might  use  the  informa- 
tion by  taking  the  watch,  L.  was  in- 
dictable for  this  as  a  receiver  of  stolen 
goods,  but  that  if  this  was  aii  act  done 
by  L.  in  opposition  to  W.,  or  against 
bis  will,  it  might  be  a  question  whether 
it  would  be  a  receiving.  Reg.  v. 
Wade,  739 

RECEIPT. 

See  Evidence,  21, — Forgery,  7. 

A  receipt  for  21.  2».,  "being  the 
balance  of  account  up  to  this  day  for 
houses  in  W.-road,"  requires  a  10«, 
stamp.     Birt  v.  leiffh,  611,  752 

REGISTER. 


RIGHT  TO  BEGIN. 
REPLY. 

In  a  prosecution  by  the  Post-office 
for  a  felony,  it  being  stated  by  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  that  he 
appeared  as  representative  of  the  At- 
tomey -General, — Held,  that,  on  the 
ground  of  his  representing  the  At- 
torney-General, he  was  entitled  to  re- 
ply without  reference  to  the  prisoner's 
having  called  witnesses,  or  not.  Rtg. 
V.  Gardner,  628 

REVOLT. 
See  Mutiny. 

RIGHT  TO  BEGIN. 

1.  In  an  action  for  selling  oil  for 
the  hair  in  bottles  and  with  envelopes 
resembling  those  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
defendants  pleaded  that  the  oil  sold 
by  the  plaintiffs  was  prepared  from 
oil  of  an  inferior  quality,  and  was 
useless  and  valueless,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  knew  it,  and  that  the  oil  sold 
by  the  plaintiffs  was  by  reason  there- 
of a  fraud  on  all  persons  buying  the 
same.  The  plaintiffs  replied  de  inju- 
ria:— Held,  that,  on  these  pleadings, 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  begin. 
Rowland  v.  Berens,  46 

2.  In  ejectment  where  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  of  W.  L., 
and  the  defendant  claimed  the  whole 
property  as  devisee  under  the  will  of 
W.  L.,  and  part  of  it  also  under  the 
marriage  settlement  made  on  her  mar- 
riage with  W.  L.: — Held,  that  the 
de^ndant's  admitting  at  the  trial  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  heir 
of  W.  L.  did  not  entitle  the  defendant 
to  begin;  but  that  if  the  defendant 
had  claimed  title  under  the  will  only, 
and  had  admitted  the  title  of  the  les- 
sor of  the  plaintiff  as  heir,  it  would 
have  been  otherwise.  Doe  d.  Lewit 
v.  LeioU,  122 

3.  If  in  an  action  for  breach  of 
promise   of  marriage  the   defendant 
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plead  that,  before  any  breach  of  the 
promise,  the  parties  mutually  agreed 
to  exonerate  each  other  from  their 
promises,  and  this  be  denied  by  the 
replication: — Held^  that  on  these 
pleadings  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
begin.    Stanton  v.  Patorif  1 18 

4.  In  replevin,  the  defendant  avowed 
the  taking  as  a  distress  for  an  annuity. 
The  plaintifif  pleaded,  that  no  memo- 
rial of  the  annuity  was  inroUed.  Re- 
plication, that  a  memorial  of  the  date 
of  the  indenture  and  of  the  names  of 
the  parties  and  witnesses,  and  of  the 
parties  by  whom  the  annuity  was  to 
be  beneficially  received,  and  of  the 
consideration,  [setting  out  the  memo- 
rial], was  inrolled.  Rejoinder,  that 
the  memorial  did  not  truly  state  the 
names  of  the  persons  by  whom  the 
annuity  was  to  be  received,  and  the 
considerations,  but  was  untrue  in  this, 
that  J.  B.  was  not  the  only  person 
by  whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  bene- 
ficially received,  [denying  separately 
the  statements  of  the  memorial].  Sur- 
rejoinder, that  the  memorial  did  truly 
state  the  names  of  the  persons  by 
whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  benefi- 
cially received,  and  the  considera- 
tions:— Held,  that,  on  these  plead- 
ings, the  defendant  must  begin.  Ho- 
garth  v.  Penny,  608 

5.  In  debt,  the  declaration  was  for 
£40  for  goods  sold,  and  for  £40  on 
an  account  stated;  the  particulars  of 
demand  were  for  a  balance  of  29/.  10«., 
but  in  the  particulars  no  credits  were 
given  or  dates  specified.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  a  general  plea  of  payment 
to  the  whole  declaration: — Held, 
that,  under  these  circumstances,  the 
defendant  must  begin.    Birt  v.  Leigh, 
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6.  In  assumpsit  for  wrongfully  dis- 
missing a  ''pupil  and  assistant"  to  a 
surgeon,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
the  pupil  and  assistant  so  miscon- 
ducted himself  as  to  make  it  neces- 
sary to  dismiss  him  to  prevent  his 


ruining  the  defendant*s  practice,  and 
the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria:-^ 
Held,  that,  on  these  pleadings,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  begin.  fVise 
V.  Wilson,  662 

SALE  BY  SAMPLE. 
See  Custom  of  Trade,  1,  2. 

SAMPLE. 
See  Custom  of  Trade,  1,  2. 

SEAMAN. 

See  Leaving  a  Seaman  ashore. — 

Mutiny. 

SEISIN. 

See  Evidence,  21. — Livery  of 
Seisin. 

SEQUESTRATION. 
jSee  Bankrupt  (Scotland). 

SERVANT. 

See  Agent. — Contract,  2. — Evi- 
dence, 8. — Larceny,  7, 10,  11, 
13. — Pupil  and  Assistant. — 
Trover,  1,  2,  8. 

SHEEPSTEALING. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
stealing  "  one  sheep,"  some  of  the 
witnesses  stated  the  animal  to  be  a 
sheep,  others  a  lamb.  It  was  be- 
tween nine  and  twelve  months  old, 
and  the  jury  who  convicted  the  pri- 
soner found  that,  in  common  par- 
lance, according  to  the  usual  mode  of 
describing  such  animals,  it  would  be 
called  a  lamb.  The  fifteen  judges 
held  the  conviction  right,  the  word 
"sheep"  being  general.  Meg.  v. 
Spicer,  099 
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SHERIFF. 

See  Perjury,  1,9. — Witness,  3. 

1 .  In  an  action  by  a  sheriff  for  his 
poundage,  proof  that  he  has  acted  as 
sheriff  is  sufficient  evidence  of  his 
being  so,  without  proof  of  his  appoint- 
ment.    Bunbury  v.  Matthews,      380 

2.  In  an  action  for  sheriff's  pound- 
age, the  sheriffs  officer  produced  the 
sheriff's  warrant  under  which  he  had 
acted,  which  concluded,  "  given  under 
the  seal  of  my  office."  The  only  seal 
to  it  was  a  small  piece  of  blue  paper 
wafered  to  it,  and  stamped  with  a 
wafer  stamp.  The  officer  stated  that 
he  did  not  know  this  to  be  the  seal  of 
the  sheriff,  or  of  his  office,  but  stated 
that  he  had  received  the  warrant  from 
Mr.  B.,  who  had  acted  as  the  plain- 
tiff^s  under-sheriff,  and  that  it  was 
precisely  similar  to  all  the  other  war- 
rants on  which  he  had  acted: — Held, 
sufficient  proof  of  the  seal.  Ibid. 

3.  Semble,  that  the  stat  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  98,  which  provides,  that,  after 
the  1st  of  March,  1843,  sheriff's 
poundage  shall  not  be  *'  payable  "  on 
writs  of  ca.  sa.,  does  not  apply  to 
cases  where  the  party  has  been  taken 
on  the  ca.  sa.  before  that  day;  but  if 
it  does,  a  defendant,  in  an  action  for 
sheriff^s  poundage,  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  that  defence  on  the  plea  of 
nunquam  indebitatus,  but  must  plead 
it  specially.  Ibid. 

SHERIFFS  ASSESSOR. 
See  Perjury,  9. 

SHIPPING. 

See  Charterparty. — Leaving  a 
Seaman  ashore. — Mutiny. 

In  an  action  against  the  owner  of  a 
ship,  to  recover  money  advanced  to 
the  captain  for  the  use  of  the  ship 
whilst  in  a  home  port: — Held,  that 
the  only  question  for  the  jury  was. 


whether,  under  the  cucmnstances,  the 
captain's  position  was  such  as  to  con- 
stitute him  the  authorized  agent  of 
the  owner,  in  order  to  procure  such 
advances,  and  that  the  state  of  the 
accounts  between  the  captain  and  the 
owner  at  the  time  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  case.     WUliammm  t.  Page, 

581 

SHOOTING, 

1.  An  indictment  which  charges 
that  the  prisoner  feloniously  assaulted 
J.  H.,  and  by  feloniously  "drawing 
the  tiigger  of  a  certain  pistol^  loaded 
with  gunpowder  and  a  leaden  bullet, 
then  and  there  feloniously  and  mali- 
ciously did  attempt  to  discharge  the 
said  pistol  at  the  said  J.  H.,**  with 
intent  to  murder  him,  is  good,  without 
stating,  that  '*  the  said  pistol "  was  so 
loaded  as  aforesaid.     Reg,  y.  Baker, 

254 

2.  If  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  feloniously  attempting  to  discharge 
a  loaded  pistol  at  another,  by  drawing 
the  trigger,  the  jury  think  that  the  pis- 
tol was  not  so  primed  and  loaded  that 
it  could  go  off,  they  should  acquit  the 
prisoner,  and  ought  not  to  find  him 
guilty  of  an  assault  under  the  1 1th 
section  of  the  stat.  /  Will.  4  &  1  Vict, 
c.  85.  Ibid. 

3.  A  rifle  which  is  loaded,  but 
which  for  want  of  proper  priming  will 
not  go  off,  is  not  a  '*  loaded  arm " 
within  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  3; 
and  the  pointing  a  rifle  thus  circum- 
stanced at  a  person,  and  pulling  the 
trigger  of  it,  whereby  the  cock  and 
hammer  were  thrown,  and  the  pan 
opened,  will  not  warrant  a  conviction 
either  of  felony  under  the  3rd  section, 
or  of  assault  under  the  11th  section, 
of  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  85.  Re^^.  v. 
James,  530 

SHOP. 
See  Breaking  into  a  Shop. 
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SLAVE  TRADE. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  stat.  5 
Geo.  4,  c.  113,  are  not  confined  to 
acts  done  by  British  subjects  in  fur- 
therance of  the  slave  trade  in  England 
or  the  British  colonies,  but  apply  to 
acts  done  by  British  subjects  in  fur- 
therance of  that  trade  in  places  not 
part  of  the  British  dominions.  Reg. 
V.  Zulueta,  215 

2.  In  order  to  convict  a  party  who 
is  charged  with  having  employed  and 
loaded  a  vessel  for  the  purpose  of 
slave-trading,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
shew  that  the  vessel  which  carried 
out  the  goods  was  intended  to  be  used 
for  bringing  back  slaves  in  return; 
but  it  will  be  sufficient  if  there  was  a 
slave  adventure,  and  the  vessel  was  in 
any  way  engaged  in  the  advancement 
of  that  adventure.  Ibid, 

3.  Where  a  party  living  in  London 
was  charged  with  having  chartered  a 
vessel  and  loaded  goods  on  board  for 
the  purposes  of  slave-trading,  it  was 
held,  that  the  slave-trading  papers 
found  on  board  the  vessel  when  she 
was  seized  in  foreign  parts,  but  not 
traced  in  any  way  to  the  knowledge  of 
such  party,  were  not  admissible  in 
evidence  against  him.  Ibid. 


SOCIETY. 

Any  society  may  make  any  rules 
by  which  the  admission  and  expul- 
sion of  its  members  are  to  be  regu- 
lated, and  the  members  must  conform 
to  those  rules;  but  where  there  is  not 
any  property  in  which  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  society  have  a  joint  in- 
terest, and  where  there  is  no  rule  as 
to  expulsion,  the  majority  may,  by 
resolution,  remove  any  member;  but, 
before  that  is  done,  notice  must  be 
given  to  him  to  answer  the  charge 
made  against  him,  and  an  opportu- 
nity given  to  him  for  making  his  de- 
fence; where,  therefore,  a  member  of 


such  a  society  had  used  menacing  lan- 
guage towards  another  member  of  the 
society,  and  for  this  a  majority  of  a 
general  meeting  of  the  society  voted 
that  he  should  no  longer  be  consi- 
dered a  member  of  the  society,  but  did 
not  give  him  any  notice  of  the  inten- 
tion to  take  his  conduct  into  consider- 
ation, or  any  opportunity  of  making 
his  defence: — Held,  that  this  expul- 
sion was  invalid,  and  that  he  was  still 
a  member  of  the  society.  Innes  v. 
TFylie,  257 

SPEEDY  EXECUTION. 
See  Bill  of  Exceptions. 

STAMP. 
See  Court  Roll. — Receipt. 

STEALING  POST  LETTERS. 
See  Post-Office. 

STOLEN  GOODS. 

Books  were  stolen  from  A.  which 
were  afterwards  bought  by  B.  who  did 
not  know  that  they  were  stolen: — 
Held,  that  A.  might  maintain  trover 
for  them  against  B.,  although  A.  had 
taken  no  steps  towards  bringing  the 
thief  to  justice.     White  v.  Spettigue^ 
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SUBSCRIBING  WITNESS. 
See  Evidence,  8. 

SURVEYOR. 
Stt  Highway,  2,  3. 

SUMMONS. 
See  Conviction,  3,  4. 

TENANT  IN  COMMON. 

The  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27, 
s.  1 2,  operates  to  make  the  possession 
of  tenants  in  common  a  separate  pos- 
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THEATRE. 


TBAVERSE. 


session,  from  the  time  they  first  be- 
came tenants  in  common,  and  not 
merely  from  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  that  statute.  Doe  d.  Holt  v.  Hor- 
rocks,  566 

TENDER. 

Mr.  A.,  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
wrote  to  the  defendant,  stating  that 
a  debt  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  "  must  be  paid  to  me'*  on  the 
next  day. — A  tender  was  made  on  the 
next  day  to  a  writing  clerk  of  Mr.  A., 
in  Mr.  A.'s  office,  who  said  that  he 
could  not  take  the  money,  as  Mr.  A. 
was  out,  and  the  person  must  wait 
till  he  came: — Held,  not  a  good  ten- 
der, as  not  being  made  to  a  person 
authorized  to  receive  money;  but  that, 
if  Mr.  A.'s  letter  had  asked  payment 
"  at  my  office^*  a  tender  to  any  person 
in  the  office  who  was  carrying  on  the 
business  there  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient.  Watson  V.  Hetherington,  36. 

THEATRE. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

1 .  The  public,  who  go  to  a  theatre, 
have  a  right  to  express  their  free  and 
unbiassed  opinions  of  the  merits  of 
the  performers  who  appear  upon  the 
stage;  but  parties  have  no  right  to 
go  to  a  theatre,  by  a  preconcerted  plan 
to  make  such  a  noise  that  an  actor, 
without  any  judgment  being  formed 
of  his  perwrmance,  should  be  driven 
from  the  stage;  and  if  two  persons 
are  shewn  to  have  laid  a  preconcerted 
plan  to  deprive  a  person  who  comes 
out  as  an  actor  of  the  benefits  which 
he  expected  to  residt  from  his  ap- 
pearance on  the  stage,  they  are  liable 
in  an  action  for  a  conspiracy.  Gregory 
V.  Duke  o/  Brunswick,  24 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  conspiracy  to 
hiss  an  actor,  the  defendants  cannot, 
under  the  general  issue,  give  in  evi- 
dence libels  published  by  the  plain- 
tiff, with  a  view  of  shewing  that  the 


plaintiff  was  hissed  on  account  of  those 
libels,  and  not  by  reason  of  any  con- 
spiracy of  the  defendants.     Ibid, 

THREATENING  LETTER. 

1.  The  words  "without  any  reason- 
able and  probable  cause,"  in  the  stat. 
7  &  8  G^.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  concerning 
sending  threatening  letters,  &c.,  apply 
to  the  money  demanded,  and  not  to 
the  accusation  threatened  to  be  made. 
Reg.  V.  Hamilton,  212 

2.  A.  wrote  a  threatening  letter 
addressed  to  Sir  J.  R.,  threatening  to 
bum  the  house,  &c.  of  Mr.  B.,  a  te- 
nant of  Sir  J.  R.  A.  left  the  letter, 
which  was  sealed,  at  a  gate  in  a  road 
near  Sir  J.  R.'s  house,  where  it  was 
found  and  taken  to  the  steward's  room 
at  Sir  J.  R.'s,  where  it  was  opened 
and  read  by  the  steward,  and  by  him 
given  to  E.,  a  constable,  by  whom  it 
was  afterwards  shewn  to  Sir  J.  R.  and 
to  Mr.  B.: — Held,  that  if,  in  thus 
leaving  the  letter,  the  prisoner  in- 
tended the  letter  should  not  only  reach 
Sir  J.  R.,  but  also  reach  Mr.  B.,  this 
was  a  "  sending"  of  the  letter  to  Mr. 
B.,  within  the  stat.  4  (xeo.  4,  c.  54, 
s.  3.     Reg,  v.  Grimwade,  592 

TRADE  (CUSTOM  OF). 

jS^c  Charterparty,  2,  3.— Custom 

OF  Trade. 

TRAVERSE. 

1.  A.  was  indicted  for  speaking  se- 
ditious words.  He  had  been  com- 
mitted more  than  twenty  days  before, 
for  having  unlawfully  caused  a  great 
number  of  persons  unlawfully  to 
assemble  to  disturb  the  peace,  and 
having  with  those  persons  assembled 
and  met  together  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid,  to  the  terror  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's subjects: — Held,  that  A.  was 
entitled  to  traverse,  as  the  indictment 


TRAVERSE. 


TRESPASS. 
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was  not  for  the  same  offence  as  that 
for  which  he  had  heen  committed, 
although  hoth  the  indictment  and  the 
commitment  related  to  the  same  tran- 
saction.    Reg,  V.  (yNeill,  138 

2.  The  .5th  sect,  of  the  60  Geo.  3 
&  1  Greo.  4,  c.  4,  relating  to  the  trial 
of  misdemeanours,  does  not  require  a 
formal  notice  to  be  given  by  the  pro- 
secutor to  the  defendant,  but  is  in- 
tended to  prevent  his  being  taken  bj 
surprise.  Therefore,  if  it  come  to  the 
defendant's  knowledge  twenty  days 
before  the  next  session  that  the  in- 
dictment had  been  found  against  him 
at  the  last  session,  he  is  bound  to 
plead  and  try.     Reg.  v.  Gregory,  208 

3.  An  indictment  had  been  found 
at  the  assizes  in  1840  against  A.,  the 
clerk  of  the  course  at  Ascot,  for  a  mis- 
demeanour, in  keeping  a  gaming- 
booth  there.  In  1844  he  was  taken 
on  a  judge's  warrant,  founded  on  that 
indictment,  and  gave  bail  to  appear 
at  the  next  assizes,  and  there  plead  to 
the  indictment  and  take  his  trial.  He 
appeared  at  the  next  assizes,  and  it 
was  shewn  by  affidavit,  that  the  prose- 
cutor could  not  be  found,  so  as  to  be 
served  with  notice  of  trial: — Held, 
that  the  defendant  could  not  be  ac- 
quitted, as  no  notice  of  trial  had  been 
given;  but,  on  the  defendant  surren- 
dering to  the  governor  of  the  prison 
immediately  before  the  end  of  the 
assizes,  the  judge  directed  the  prose- 
cutor and  witnesses  to  be  called  three 
times;  and  they  not  answering,  the 
judge  ordered,  that  the  defendant 
should  be  discharged  by  proclama- 
tion, and  that  he  should  not  be  called 
upon  to  enter  into  any  fresh  recogni- 
zance.    Reg.  \.  Hibberd,  401 

4.  A.  being  indicted  for  perjury  at 
the  spring  assizes,  1843,  at  those 
assizes,  entered  into  recognizances  to 
try  at  the  summer  assizes,  1844,  but 
it  being  discovered  before  that  time 
that  the  indictment  was  defective, 
another  indictment  was  prepared  and 


found  at  those  assizes  on  which  the 
prosecutor  wished  the  defendant  to 
be  tried: — Held,  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  have  the  first  indict- 
ment disposed  of  before  he  could  be 
tried  on  the  second;  but  the  judge 
quashed  the  first  indictment,  upon 
the  terms  of  the  prosecutor  paying  the 
defendant  his  costs  of  the  traverse  and 
recognizances,  and  the  defendant  pro- 
ceeded to  trial  on  the  second  indict- 
ment without  traversing.  Reg,  v. 
Dunn,  730 

TRESPASS. 

1 .  A.  directed  a  police  officer  to  take 
B.  into  custody  on  a  charge  of  embez- 
zlement, and  the  officer  having  done 
so,  the  officer  and  A.  went  together  to 
a  box  of  B.,  and  the  officer,  in  the 
presence  of  A.,  searched  the  box,  and 
took  from  it  a  sovereign: — Held,  that, 
in  an  action  by  B.  against  A.  for  the 
trespass  in  opening  of  the  box  and 
taking  the  sovereign,  proof  of  these 
facts  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of 
A/s  participation  in  the  trespass. 
Jones  V.  Morrell,  266 

2.  A.  went  to  the  house  of  B.,  and 
with  a  hatchet  broke  open  two  doors, 
and  took  goods,  alleging  that  he  did 
so  to  distrain  for  rent  due  to  his  fa- 
ther from  C.  The  jury  gave  nominal 
damages,  and  the  trespass  being  wil- 
ful, the  judge,  at  the  trial,  certified 
that  it  was  ''  wilful  and  malicious,"  so 
as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  costs  un- 
der the  Stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  and 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  discharged  a 
role  which  was  obtained  for  rescind- 
ing that  certificate.  The  stat.  3  &  4 
Vict.  c.  24,  as  to  costs  in  trespass,  is 
to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
Stat.  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  1 1,  s.  4.  Sher- 
win  V.  Swindall,  402 

3.  In  an  action  of  trespass  against 
five  for  breaking  into  the  plaintiffs 
house,  in  which  the  defendants  have 
paid  money  into  court,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  go  into  proof  (as  evidence  of 
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malice),  that,  nine  months  afler  the 
trespass,  one  of  the  defendants  in- 
dicted him  for  perjury.  Newton  v. 
Holfrrd,  537 

4.  Evidence  of  the  conduct  of  the 
parties  hefore  the  trespass,  if  it  had 
reference  to  it,  might  be  receivable; 
but  not  evidence  of  the  act  of  one  de- 
fendant done  by  him  long  after  the 
trespass.  Ibid. 

5.  In  trespass  against  two  excise 
officers  for  entering  the  plaintiffs 
house,  there  was,  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  no  evidence  against 
one  of  them :  —  Held^  if  no  further 
evidence  was  given  for  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  plaintiff*s  counsel,  tnust  then 
elect  to  go  on  as  to  the  other  defend- 
ant only,  and  could  not  wait  till  the 
defence  was  concluded.  Dames  v. 
Moseley,  .  710 

6.  In  order  to  shew,  in  trespass, 
that  the  defendant,  an  excise  officer, 
entered  the  plaintiffs  house,  the  de- 
fendant's affidavit  was  put  in,  by  which 
he  stated,  that  he  entered  the  house 
by  virtue  of  a  magistrate's  warrant,  to 
search  for  malt  which  had  not  paid 
duty: — Held,  that  the  putting  in  of 
this  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff  did  not 
make  out  a  defence  for  the  defendant, 
as  the  affidavit  did  not  state  that  the 
warrant  was  granted  upon  oath  made 
by  an  officer  of  excise,  as  required  by 
the  Stat.  7  &  8Geo.4,  c.53,  s.34.  Ibid. 

TRIAL. 

1.  A  merchant  of  London  was  in- 
dicted for  a  felony  against  the  act 
of  Parliament  prohibiting  slave-trad- 
ing. His  counsel  applied  to  the  Court 
to  allow  the  prisoner  to  sit  by  him, 
not  on  the  ground  of  his  position  in 
society,  but  because  he  was  a  foreign- 
er, and  several  of  the  documents  in 
the  case  were  in  a  foreign  language, 
and  it  would,  therefore,  be  convenient 
for  his  counsel  to  have  him  by  his 
side,  that  he  might  consult  him  during 


the  trial :  ^Held,  that  the  application 
was  one  which  ought  not  to  be  granted. 
Reff.  V.  Zulueta,  2 1 5 

2.  If  an  indictment  for  perjury  be 
removed  by  certiorari  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant,  and  be  entered  for 
trial  on  the  Nisi  Prius  side  of  the  as- 
sizes by  the  defendant,  the  judge  will 
not  stop  the  case  from  being  tried  on 
a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  the  prosecutor 
has  not  had  sufficient  notice  of  trial; 
but,  if  the  defendant  is  acquitted,  no 
one  appearing  for  the  prosecution,  it 
will  be  a  mistrial  if  proper  notice  of 
trial  had  not  been  given.  Beff.  v. 
Hair,  389 

3.  On  the  Oxford  Circuit,  the 
practice  is,  that,  whenever  the  com- 
mission day  of  an  assize  is  on  any  day 
except  Saturday,  the  time  for  the  en- 
try of  causes  extends  to  twelve  o'clock 
at  noon  on  the  day  after  the  commis- 
sion day;  but  where  the  commission 
day  is  on  a  Saturday,  the  parties  must 
enter  their  causes  before  the  sitting  of 
the  Court  on  the  following  Monday, 
at  whatever  hour  on  that  day  the  Court 
may  sit,  the  usual  hour  being  nine 
o'clock.  394 

4.  Where  the  commission  day  an- 
nounced is  Saturday,  but,  from  pres- 
sure of  business  at  another  town,  the 
commission  day  be  postponed  till 
Monday,  under  the  stat.  3  Geo.  4,  c. 
10,  parties  ought  to  be  prepared  to 
enter  and  try  their  causes  at  the  sit- 
ting of  the  Court  on  Monday.     Ibid. 

TRIAL  (POSTPONING). 
See  Postponing  Trial. 

TRIAL  (WRIT  OF). 
See  Perjury,  9. 

TROVER. 
5ee  Stolen  Goods. 

1.  Where  A.  refused  to  give  up 
certain  chattels  when  demanded  by 
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the  owner,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
purchased  them  from  B.«  who  was  the 
owner's  servant;  and  it  appeared  that 
B.  had  no  authority  to  sell: — Held^ 
that  this  was  evidence  of  a  conversion 
by  A.«  although  he  had  made  the 
purchase  bond  fide^  and  in  the  belief 
that  B.  had  such  authority.  Metcalfe 
V.  Lumsden^     ^  309 

2.  An  authority  to  a  servant  to  sell 
in  market  overt  b  not  to  be  construed 
as  a  continuing  authority,  so  as  to 
justify  a  sale  by  him  elsewhere.  Ibid. 

3.  If  A.  deliver  a  chattel  to  B.  un- 
der a  contract  by  the  latter  to  perform 
certain  work  thereon  at  a  fixed  price, 
and,  before  such  work  is  completed, 
A.  countermand  the  order,  and  de- 
mand the  chattel  from  B.  at  the  same 
time  tendering  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay 
for  the  work  actually  done,  he  will 
be  entitled  to  maintain  trover  for  it, 
without  tendering  the  contract  price. 
Lilley  v.  Barnaley,  344 

4.  But,  in  such  a  case,  the  jury 
must  estimate  the  measure  and  value 
of  the  work  done,  as  if  the  contract 
had  never  existed.  Ibid, 

5.  Semblcy  that,  by  the  custom  of 
trade  in  Manchester  as  between  cali- 
co-printers and  engravers,  the  latter 
have  no  right  of  general  hen  for  ba- 
lances due  to  them  from  the  former. 

Ibid. 

6.  A  written  notice  of  demand,  to 
deliver  up  certain  deeds,  was  served 
on  three  defendants  at  different  times 
and  places: — Held,  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  say,  from  the  whole  of  the 
evidence,  whether  the  defendants  had 
not  previously  agreed  to  act  in  such  a 
manner,  with  reference  to  the  deeds  in 
question,  as  to  render  their  refusal, 
although  separately  given,  evidence 
of  a  joint  conversion.  Atkin  v. 
Slater,  356 

7.  On  one  of  the  defendants  being 
served  with  notice  of  demand,  he 
merely  said,  **  that  he  would  consult 
his  attorney:*' — Held,  that  this  ex- 

VOL.  I. 


pression,  coupled  with  his  subsequent 
conduct  in  not  giving  up  the  deeds, 
amounted  to  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

Ibid. 
8.  A  horse  of  the  plaintiff  was  con* 
fined  in  the  farm-yard  of  the'defend- 
ant,  at  a  farm  at  which  he  did  not 
reside,  and  the  defendant's  farm  baihff, 
who  resided  at  this  farm,  directed  the 
horse  to  be  sold  at  a  neighbouring 
market;  whether  in  trover  this  is  evi- 
dence of  a  conversion  by  the  defend- 
ant, quare.     Maehell  v.  EUia,      682 

USAGE. 
See  Editor. 

USAGE  OF  TRADE. 

See  Charterparty,  2, 3. — Custom 
OF  Trade. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

An  outstanding  docketed  judg- 
ment not  registered  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  stats.  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  s.  19,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  ss. 
2  and  3,  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the 
title  of  a  vendor  on  the  sale  of  realty. 
Bedford  v.  Forbes,  33 

WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

1.  An  inspector  of  weights  and 
measures,  appointed  under  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  63,  does  not  require  a  spe- 
cial warrant,  in  order  to  authorize  him 
to  act  in  each  individual  case,  his  ge- 
neral warrant  under  sect.  28  being 
sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Kershaw 
V.  Johnson,  329 

2.  By  sect.  21  of  that  act,  no  weight 
above  561b.  is  required  to  be  inspected 
and  stamped;  but  the  inspector  may 
still  enter  places  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act,  in  order  to  inspect,  &c., 
although  no  weight  of  56  lb.  or  under 
be  kept  therein.  Ibid. 
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3.  Under  the  28th  section  an  in- 
spector is  not  authorized  in  seizing 
any  weight,  without  having  first  com- 
pared it  with  the  standard,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  he  just  or  not. 

Ibid. 

4.  Setnble,  that  it  is  not  necessary, 
in  order  to  justify  an  inspector  in  en- 
tering under  the  28th  section,  that 
the  place  into  which  he  enters  should 
l>e  one  in  which  goods  are  actually 
''exposed  or  kept  for  sale."  If  he 
have  good  reason  to  helieve  that  it  is 
so,  and  the  entry  he  made  bond  fide 
under  this  belief,  that  will  be  suffi- 
cient. Ibid. 

WITNESS. 
*   See  EviDKNCE,  8,  29. 

1 .  A  witness  who  is  called  in  an  ac- 
tion to  depose  to  a  matter  of  opinion, 
depending  on  his  skill  in  a  particular 
trade,  has,  before  he  is  examined,  a 
right  to  demand,  from  the  party  call* 
ing  him,  a  compensation  for  his  loss 
of  time;  and  Uiere  is  a  distinction 
between  a  witness  thus  called,  and  a 
witness  who  is  called  to  depose  to 
facts  which  he  saw.  Webb  v.  Page^  23 

2.  A.  and  B.  were  indicted  for  bur- 
glary and  stealing.  A  part  of  the 
stolen  property  was  found  in  the  house 
of  each  of  the  prisoners : — lleld^  that 
the  wife  of  A.  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  that  she  took  to  B.'s 
liouse  the  stolen  property  that  was 
found  there.     Reg,  v.  SilU^,  494 

3.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  not  taking  a  defendant  on  a  ca. 
sa.,  the  sheriff's  officer  to  whom  the 
warrant  has  been  granted  on  the  ca. 
sa.  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  de- 


fendant, under  the  stat.  ^  hi  Vict, 
c.  85.       WxUon    v.   Magnatj^     291  ;• 
Wheeler  v.  Senior,  293 

4.  x\  witness  who  is  subpoenaed  by 
both  parties  in  a  cause  is  entitled  to  *' 
have  all  his  expenses  paid  by  the 
party  who  calb  him  at  the  trial,  al- 
though the  other  partjmay  have  been 
the  first  who  subpoeniH  him.  Allen 
V.  Toxall,  315 

5.  Whether,  in  anafltion  on  a  joint 
contract,  one  of  several  'defendants 
who  has  suffered  judgment  by  default 
may,  since  the  stat.  Q  S;l7  Vict.  c.  85, 
be  called  by  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the 
contract,  quaere.    Dresser  v.  Cl^trke, 

569,  752 

6.  In  replevin  the  defendant  made 
cognizance;  1st,  as  bailiff  of  A.  and 
B.;  2nd,  as  bailiff  of  A.  :—Held, 
that  B.  was  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  defendant  to  sustain  the 
second  •cognizance,  though  the  de- 
fendant gave  no  evidence  to  sustain 
the  first  cognizance,  and  offered  to 
abandon  it.  Girdlestone  v.  M'Gow- 
ran,  702 

WOUNDING. 
See  Assault,  2. 

WOUNDING  CATTLE. 
See  Maiming  Cattle. 

On  an  indictment  on  the  stat.  I 
Vict.  c.  90,  s.  2,  for  maliciously  wound- 
ing cattle,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  prisoner  was  actuated  by  ma- 
lice against  the  owner  of  the  cattle. 
Reg.  V.  Tivey,  704 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 
See  Perjury,  9. 
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